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HIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Sarurpay, February 5, 1927

The House met at 12 o'clock noon, and was called to order
by the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Thou who art from everlasting to everlasting, hear us as
we humbly pray. May we be conscious of Thy sublime goodness
and of that great love which wraps a world in its embrace.
Oh, may our hearts go out in eager admiration of Him who
bade us to love mercy, deal justly, and to walk humbly with
our God, the Father of us all. May we never allow indiffer-
ence or pleasure to dim and deaden our loyalty to His truth.
Every life has its burden and every heart has i{s prayer. Read
ours and do what is best for us, and finally bring them to a
beautiful fruition. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its prineipal clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed Senate bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of the House is requested:

8.5402. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide more effectively for the national defense by increasing the
efficiency of the Air Corps of the Army of the United States, and
for other purposes,” approved.July 2, 1926.

The message also announced that the Senate has passed with
amendments House bills of the following titles, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

. R.11768. An act to regulate the importation of milk and
cream into the United States for the purpose of promoting the
dairy industry of the United States and protecting the public
health ;

H. R.15649. ‘An act to provide for the eradication or control
of the European corn borer; and

H. R.16576. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the
Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1928, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled House bills of the following titles, when the Speaker
gigned the same:

H. R. 4502. An act declaring pistols, revolvers, and other fire-
arms capable of being concealed on the person nonmailable and
providing penalty; and

. R. 7776. An act for the reimbursement of Emma E. L.
Pulliam, )

HOUSE BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. CAMPBELIL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that this day they presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the following bills:

H. R.12952. An act to aunthorize the village of Decatur, in
the State of Nebraska, to construct a bridge across the Missouri
River between the States of Nebraska and Iowa;

H. R.4502. An act declaring pistdls, revolvers, and other fire-
arms capable of being concealed on the person mnonmailable,
and providing penalty; and

H.R.7776. An act for the reimbursement of Emma B. L.
Pulliam.

EENATE BILL REFERRED

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following Senate bill was
taken from the Speaker’'s table and referred as indicated below :

8. 5402, An act to amend the act entitled “An act to provide
more effectively for the national defense by increasing the
efficiency of Air Corps of the Army of the United States, and for
other purposes,” approved July 2, 1926; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

STATEMENT OF HON. CORDELL HULL, OF TENNESEEE

Mr. HILL of Alabama rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Alabama rise?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. To ask unanimous consent fo extend
my remarks in the Recomn by printing therein a statement
made by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HurL] on Govern-
ment expenditures, taxes, and debts.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by printing
a statement of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HurL] on
Government expenditures, taxes, and debts. Is there objection?

The was no objection.
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Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp, 1 include the following:

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES, TAXES, AND DEBT

Mr. HuLL, The American people are certainly entitled to know the
unvarnished and unmistakable facts about the course and status of Fed-
eral taxes, debt, and expenditures as developed during recent years to the
present stage. Certain wholly misleading inferences can easily be drawn
from the figures presented In the speeches of President Coolidge and Di-
rector of the Budget, General Lord, on the evening of January 29. For
example, P'resident Coolidge stated that “ slx years ago the costs of the
Government were over $5,500,000,000 * * * gandwe have reduced the
costs of the Government nearly $2,000,000,000, so that they now stand
The clear inference from this partial
statement is that the Harding and Coolidge administrations have been
annually reducing the level of expenditures at the rate of $333,000,000
each year. The whole truth is that the expenditures of the Government
have been actually increasing since 1924, Omitting public debt and
Post Office items, the expenditures were $3,048,677,000 for 1924 ; they
were greater for 1925 and still greater for 1926, while for 1927 they
will be not less than §3,077,000,000. What has happened and nearly
all that has happened was that for the single year 1922 the reduction
of the Army and Navy to a peace basls and the discontinuance of appro-
priations for the railroads and a portion of those of the Shipping Board
permitted a permanent reduction of the level of expenditures In the
amount of near $1,750,000,000, so that the total appropriations for
1922, omitting public debt and I'ost Office items, were $3,372,007,000,
If we take the expenditures for the five years, 1922-1926, inclusive, the
total reductions have been only $275,000,000, or an average of
$55,000,000 a year., This is a vastly diferent pieture of reductlons
fromy that presented by the President. i

To leave no room for controversy, the following are the total annual
expenditures of the Federal Government for the years mentioned,
excluding debt and post-office expenditures, and taking the Treasury
estimates for 1927 and 1928:

Fiscallns;%ar £
% $3, 872, 607, 000
1023 3, 204, 627, 000
}?g.% 3, 048, 677, 000
021 8, 063, 125, 000
lﬁgﬂ 3, 097, 611, 000
1927 8, 077, 545,
1928 ——— 9,008, 801, 000

President Coolidge further states: * The total $axes have heen re-
duced about $1,500,000,000—this is a saving of £5,000,000 for each
working day.” The inference is that the Federal tax burden of the
American people has actually been reduced by $1,500,000,000. This is
in no sense what has happened. The tax receipts of the Federal Gov-
ernment for 19822 were $3,500,606,000, while for 1926 they were
$£3,417,369,000, or a reduction of the total burden of $152,000,000, in
contrast with the implications of President Coolidge’s figures of
£1,500,000,000. President Coolldge would bave been far more aceurate
had he stated that tax rates have been reduced as the income mainly
of certain corporations have increased, so that the total tax burden
since 1922 has been kept virtually at the same Tevel. The actual
amount of eunstoms and-.Internal revenue receipts of the Treasury for
the years 1922 to 1028, taking the Treasury.estimates for 1927 and
1928, are as follows:
Tax receipts:

1022 £3, 560, 60E, 000

1923 i LED A, 186, 401, 000
1024 3, 340, 792, 000
1025 3, 136, 737, 000
1926.__ L 8, 417, 369, 000
1927 3, 427, 485, 000
10985 8, 260, T85, 000

General Lord, speaking with the President on the evening of January
29, said; " The World War debt on Aungust 31, 1019, reached its most
portentous proportions—$§26,596,701,000. December 31 last it had
dropped—not dropped, but brought down—to $19,074,605,000, a redue-
tion in seven years of $7,622,000,000.," The public is naturally left
to infer that the Harding and Coolldge administrations are entitled to
most or all of the eredit for this seven and one-half billion dollars
debt reduction. The literal truth is that this war debt had * dropped "
to $24,051,000,000, or $2,645,000,000, on February 28, 1921, under the
Wilson administration. It is equally true that the Wilson adminis-
tration turned over to the Harding and Coolidge administrations realiz-
able cash assets aggregating over £2,250,000,000, including back taxes,
surplug property, assets of War Finance Corporation, Railroad Admin-
i{stration, and interest and principal on foreign debts. Fully this
amount has been collected and applied to the debt. In other words,
the Wilson administration supplied the money or its equivalent for the
payment of more than $4,800,000,000 on the war debt of the Federal
Government, while the Harding and Coolidge administrations, to De-
cember 31 last, raised the money and paid less than $2,750,000,000 on
the debt.

Summing up the true situation, the uncontroverted facts are that
Federal expenditures were only reduced $275,000,000 from and includ-
ing 1022 to 1926; the burden of Federal taxes have only been reduced
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Coolidge administrations have only reduced the public debt from money
they raised in the sum of $2,750,000,000, I would not deny these ad-
ministrations full credit for what they have actually accomplished in
each of these three lines, but it is due the American people that the
true facts should be known. I challenge contradiction of the figures
cited. *

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE ON SUNDAY, FEBRUARY @

The SPEAKER. The Chair designates the genfleman from
Illinois [Mr. BrirTEN] to preside to-morrow at the services in
memory of the late Representative Ciaries E. FULLER.

TAX ON PASSAGE TICKETS

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Speuaker, 1 call up privileged bill
H. R. 16775.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey calls up
a privileged bill, H. R. 16775, which the Clerk will report by
title,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 16773) to limit the application of the internal-revenue
tax upon passage tickets.

Mr. BACHARACH. Mpr. Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks
unanimous consent that the Dbill be considered in the House
#s in Conimittee of the Whole, Is there objection?

Mr. EDWARDS. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
what is this bill?

Mr, BACHARACH. This is a bill dispensing with the inter-
nal-revenue tax upon passage tickets.

Mr. JDWARDS. I have no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks
unanimous consent that the bill be considered in the House as
in Committee of the Whole, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Re it enacted, eto.,, That under regulations preseribed by the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue with the approval of the Secretary of
the Treasury, the provisions of Title VIII of the revenue act of 1926
imposing a tax on passage tickcts shall not apply to any round-trip
passage ticket issued to any individual {f—

(1) Suveh individual is certified, by such national officer or officers
of the American Legion and in such form and manner as the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue may be regulations prescribed, as anthorized
to participate in the 1927 National Convention of the Ameriean Legion
or of the American Legion Auxiliary, to be held at Paris, France ; and

(2) The easthound portion of the passage covered by the ticket is

upon a vessel certified, by such national officer or officers of the Ameri-
can Legion and in such form and manner as the Commissioner of
Internial Revenoe may by regulations prescribe, as having been deslg-
nated by the American Legion France Convention Committee as an
official ship, and such vessel is schednled to sail on or after June 1,
1927, and not later than September 15, 1927,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will correct
the last word on line 10, changing the word “be"” to the word
“by.” Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question .8 on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. BacHARACH, a motion to reconsider the
vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table,

Mr. HOWARD rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Nebraska rise?

Mr. HOWARD. For the purpose of offering a resolution and
asking unanimous consent for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska offers a
resolution and asks unanimons consent for its immediate
consideration.

Mr. BEGG.
resolution?

The SPEAKER. No.

Mr. BEGG. Then I make the point of order that that is not
the regular order of business.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

Mr. HOWARD. 1 would like to have the resolution read.
Then I will not say anything more if the gentleman objects.

Mr. BEGG. 1 call for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio objects.

LXVIII——192

May 1 inquire if this is a personal-privilege
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ERADICATION OF THE CORN BORER

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 15649, with a
Senate amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mons consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R.
15649, with a Senate amendment, and agree to the Senate
amendment. The Clerk will report the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 15649) to provide for the eradication or control of the
European corn borer.

The SPEAKER.
ment.

The Senate amendment was read.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection,

The SPEAKER. The question {8 on agreeing to the Senate
amendment.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

ISSUE OF BONDS BY THE TOWN OF FAIRBANKS, ALASKA

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’'s table the bill H. R. 11843, with a Sen-
ate amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent to take from tne Speaker’s table the bill H. R, 11843,
with a Senate amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment.

Mr. DOWELL. I ask that the Senate amendment be read.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title, with
the Senate amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 11843) to authorize the incorporated town of Fair-
banks, Alaska, to issue bonds for the purchasing, comnstruction, and
maintenance of an electrie light and power plant, telephone system,
pumping station, and repairs to the water front, and for other purposes,

The Senate amendment was read.

Mr. RANKIN. I would ask whether or not the Delegate from
Alaska [Mr. SUTHERLAND], who introduced this bill, was con-
sulted with reference to this amendment?

Mr. DOWELL. He has seen it and accepts it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate
amendment.

The Senate amendment was agreed to,

ISSUE OF BOXDS BY THE TOWN OF WRANGELL, ALASKA

Mr, DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 10900, with a Sen-
ate amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimons
consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill H, R. 10900,
with a Senate amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment.
The Clerk will report the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 10900) to authorize the incorporated town of Wrangell,
Alaska, to issue bonds In any sum not exceeding $30,000 for the purpose

The Clerk will report the Senate amend-

of improving the town's waterworks system.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend-
ment,

The Senate amendment was read.

Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I would like to ask whether this bill takes any money out of
the United States Treasury?

Mr. DOWELL. It does not. It is merely an authorization
for this city to issue bonds for the purpose of purchasing its
water supply.

Mr. RANKIN. And this amendment is also agreeable to the
Delegate from Alaska, is it?

Mr. DOWELL. It is; yes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
Honse resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
16863) making appropriations for the legislative branch of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-




3042

tion of the bill H. R. 16863, the legislative appropriation bill,
with Mr. TixcHER in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 45
minutes, and I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my
remarks in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from JTowa asks unani-
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the Recorp.
15 there ohjection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. In a recent editorial in the Wash-
ingtom Post comment was made with reference to a paragraph
in my statement on the floor of the House on farm relief legis-
lation nnder date of January 15.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there is no gquorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will
count,

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of
order.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. In a recent editorial in the Wash-
ington Post comment was made with reference to a paragraph
in my statement on the floor of the House on farm relief legis-
lation under date of January 15. This statement with reference
to the development of a surplus of foodstuffs in Ohio and other
Western States and the failure of the Bastern States to indorse
in the beginning the protective-tariff policy for the protection
of manufacturing industries, The editor of the Post implies
that I did not tell the whole story. This may be true, in view
of the fact that had I told the whole story my position would
have been twice as strong, as snggested in my previous state-
ment, and the position of the editor with reference to tariff
sentiment absolutely disproven. I do not think it is anything
exceptional to disprove the aceuracy of Washington Post edi-
torials. [Applause.]

The Post editorial suggests that the tariff of 1824 was not
sufficiently proteetive for the manufacturing interests of Massa-
chusetts. The entire debate in the tariff discussion leading up
to the passage of the tariff act of 1824 proves the contrary.

In the final vote on the passage of the tariff act of 1824, the
principal advocate thereof being Henry Clay, of Kentucky, the
sentiment expressed by the votes of the various States with
reference thereto is shown in Taussig's Tariff History of the
United States, on page 70:

The stronghold of the protective movement was in the Middle and
Western States of those days—in New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
Ohio, and Kentucky.

In those days the New England States came down to the
ITudson River. They were the States east of that line.

They were the great agricnltural States; they felt most keenly the
loss of the foreign market of the early years of the century and were
appealed to most directly by the cry for a home market. At the same
time they had been most deeply involved in the inflation of the years
1816-1819 and were in that condition of general distress and confusion
which leads people to look for some panacea. The idea of protection as
a cure for their troubles had obtained a stromg hold on their minds.

The same author on page 71 states:

In New England there was a strong opposition to many of these de-
mands., The business community of New England was still made up
mainly of importers, dealers in foreign goods, shipping merchants, and
vessel owners, who naturally looked with aversion at measures that
tended to lessen the volume of foreign trade.

On page 72:
In 1824 Massachusetts was still disinclined to adopt the protective

system, and it was not until the end of the decade that she came
squarely in line with the agricultural States on that subject,

In looking up the roll call on the passage of the tariff act of
1824 yon will find Massachusetts divided, Connecticut divided ;
that the votes for the bill eame largely from New York, Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, New Jersey, and Kentucky: and that votes
against came from Virginia, North Carolina, and Maryland. In
the annals of Congress, with reference to the tariff act of 1824,
there iz also found resolutions remonstrating against the tariff
bill from the chamber of commerce of the city of Boston, Mass.,
New Haven, Conn., New York City, and Philadelphia, and many
other civic organizations, and then the editor of the Post says
that the schedules for 1924 were not sufficiently protective to
satisfy the New England demands. Nothing could be further
from the faet with reference to tariff history,

After the passage of the tariff act of 1824 and the inaugura-
tion of the American protective system Henry Clay became a
candidate for the Presidency and was opposed by Adams, Jack-
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son, and Crawford. The election resulted in no choice. Ohio
did not help nominate Adams, but Ohio in the House of Repre-
sentatives with the votes from Kentucky controlled by Clay did
assist in making Adams the choice of the House of Representa-
tives, and this resulted in the charges that the election had been
bought with the promise that Adams be selected President and
that Henry Clay be made Secretary of State. This ery of bar-
gaining and corruption was carried through the eampaign of
1828 and resulted in the election of Jackson. Between 1824 and
1828 textiles were rapidly extending in the New England States,
and it was the woolen schedule in the 1827 aet that forced
Massachusetts into line for this bill and caused some of the
Western States to vote against the same. It was a conflict be-
tween the wool producers and the wool manufacturers, The
result of the tariff fight of 1827 resulted in & renewal of the
fight in 1828, and we now find that the New England States are
holding mass meetings and memoralizing Congress to increase
the woolen schedules, and behind the woolen schedules we find
the vote of the Massachusetts delegation in the year 1827, it
being the first time that Massachusetts had ever lined up in
support of a tariff measure. Tariff agitation started in 1816.
and again 1 say it took 10 long years to cram down the throats
of the New Englanders the theory that a protective tariff would
help the people of that section.

I have made these few remarks for the purpose of showing
to the House that I was not in error in making my original
statement in reference to the protective-tariff system of this
country.

Now I want to talk with reference to the sentiment in New
England to-day and I want to show you what I have found
that sentiment to be after having spoken twice in the State of
Massachusetts just recently.

The present sentiment in the New England States against
farm relief legislation is largely due to the fact that in New
England they buy dairy feeds and are therefore fearful of the
increase in the cost of feeds in the dairy business. In my
Jjudgment this apprehension is unfounded. First, the price of
dairy feeds according to all statistics fluctuates with the price
of dairy products and not with the price of grains. During the
past few years, when the price of grains has fluctnated up sand
down by renson of ruinouns margins, the price of dairy feeds
has steadily followed the price of dairy commodities. Therefore,
the dairyman of the New England States ought to realize that
in purchasing his feed he is paying “ what the traffic will bear ”
rather than the cost of the grains in the feed ; second, the con-
tinuous depression in the price of grains, partieularly fecd
grains, is gradoally driving the mid-western States info the
dairy business,

There is now being delivered into Springfield, Mass, fresh
cream and milk, from the State of Wisconsin, in carload lots.
1t would be better for the dairyman of the New England States
to permit a reasonable increase in the cost of grains, particu-
larly a stabilized price, rather than to be compelled in the fu-
ture to face the competition of the mid-western States in the
dairy business. Under the present system he has no way by
which he ean avoid such competition.

By reason of our present transpertation system we ecan trans-
port fresh milk and fresh cream long distances, and for that
reason Massachusetts and the New England States are put in
direct competition with the dairy-producing States of the Mid-
dle West.

Yesterday the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Newrox] at-
tempted to leave the impression here that we could go on
inereasing the amount of dairy produets in this country indefi-
nitely and we would never have a surplus of dairy commodities,
But such is not the case. Missouri is inereasing her dairy
products every year; Iowa is increasing her dairy products
every year; and all of the States of the Middle West are
gradually increasing their dairy products, so that last year we
found the country getting up to the maximum and we found
an increase in the tariff necessary from 8 to 12 cents per
pound on butter in order to protect the dairy interests of this
country. I say that the man who thinks you can diversify into
the dairy business in the Middle West and thus save the pres-
ent farm problem is wrong, because as soon as you increase
those products and get a surplus in dairy commodities you
have harder commodities to handle than grain, pork products,
or any of the various commodities covered in this bill

I now want to get down a litfle nearer to the present-day
phase of this problem, but before proceeding further I think I
ought to make reference to an article that appeared in a famous
New HEngland farm journal whose advice, I presume, the New
England farmers are supposed to take. The Hon. Davip 1.
WarsH, a Senator from the State of Massachusetis, put in the
Recorp a few days since an editorial as to what this famous
bill would do with reference to the New England farmer. This
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is found in the CoxcrEssioNAL Recorp of January 28 last, at |
page 2429,

The first statement is—

Tax every pound of wheat, corn, rice, cotton, and pork produced in
the United States any amount the burean fixes.

What a ridiculous statement—any amount the bureau sees fit
to fix. I presume, earrying out this logie, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission could absolutely fix railroad rates at any
amount they wanted to fix. Why, of course, you know that
they are barred and limited as to just what they can levy the
equalization fee for; as to just what the purpose of the equali-
zation fee is for; as to just what scope they can use the
equalization fee for; and the editor of the New England Home-
stead made that statement for no other purpose than to preju-
dice the people of his section of the country with the thought
that we are trying to put over something that is far-reaching
and unreasonable and unwarranted.

Now, what is his second item?

The tax to be inescapable and to be included in the price paid by
each consumer of these products,

Well, the equalization fee is going to be inescapable and
should be, because every man ought to pay his pro rata share,
but there is absolutely no man on the floor of this House who
has ever been able to make the statement and prove it that
an increase in cost to the consumer followed an increase in the
cost of the raw products of that commodity.

Mr. ELLIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I am not going to yield. I am
going to go through with this statement, and then if I have any
time left I will make some more statements, and probably will
not yield then. [Laughter.]

In other words, we find that they are now advertising that
this will increase the cost of a loaf of bread from 2 cents to
4 ecents. I would like to have any man go back through the
statistics and show us that when they reduced the price of
wheat out in the Northwest and in the Southwest they ever
reduced the price of bread ome single, solitary cent. The price
of pork chops did not follow the price of livestock out in the
Middle West during the deflation days. It is absolutely unwar-
ranted to make any such assertion as is made in this New
England Homestead.

3. P’rices of these products also are to be dictated by the bureaucrats,
since through their taxing power and control over the revemunes from
such taxation plus their control of $250,000,000 given to these dictators
by Congress to thus * stabilize ™ prices the bureau controls the rate at
which supply may be marketed.

Now, as a matter of fact, the burean does not fix the rate.
As a matter of faet, the agency which is composed of the co- |
operatives under the organization fixes the price and fixes the |
rate. This is absolutely a misstatement that can not be justified |
by the terms of the bill,

4. Any surplus of these crops not sold at the dictated prices may be |
dumped upon foreign markets for what it will fetch.

Dumped upon foreign markets? Under the McNary-Haugen |
bill the surplus will be marketed more orderly than it is mar-
keted at the present time. Why? Because under the present |
situation speculators and foreign exporters handle these com-
modities solely for their own financial benefit, while under the
proposed bill the board that is to be appointed under the bill |
would be bound, if you please, to market the commodity at the |
very best available terms, which would mean gradually feeding |
it into the foreign market on a business basis; and this New
England editor is not justified in saying we are going to dump
anything anywhere under any conditions.

6. The ostensible purpose ls to force domestic consumers to pay 5O
per cent more for flour—

And so forth.

I do not know how easy it is to deceive the people of New
England. I do not know how many of them are going to
swallow any such statement as the one put in this farm paper.
I do not know whether this farm paper in New England has
the same reputation among consumers up there that the Wash-
ington Post has here in Washington, but I do know that there
is practically nothing in this editorial that you would be justi-
fied in believing, because it does not follow the terms of the
bill at all. There is not a single, solitary conclusion found in
this article that is justified under the terms of the bill.

I am now coming to a matter that is just a little more far-
reaching. The gentleman from Georgia has introduced what
is known as the Crisp bill. The gentleman said he had a co-
partner, and after reading his bill very carefully, and after |
reading the minority report prepared by the gentleman from |
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New Jersey, I am thoroughly convinced that the gentleman
ought to bhave said that the gentleman from New Jersey is
his side partner in this whole operation.

I notice that in his first bill he used the expression “a world
surplus,” and. then after bothering with that a little while
the gentleman came in and amended his bill and took out the
words “ surplus above or beyond world requirements.”

The Crisp bill, as amended, is still a world surplus bill, and
the whole machinery is set up with reference to world sur-
pluses, and for 111 years, ever since the tariff act of 1816, we
have had protected industry in this country, and we have
gloated, if you please, that we were maintaining a secale of
wages and a scale of living in this country above the standard
of living and the scale of wages in the old countries.

We had a domestic price under the protective tariff system,
and for 111 years the system has been carried along, and all
of that time the producers of the world's cotton and food
products have been dealing in world markets. Never before
in the history of this country—and I measure my words well—
has anybody had the courage to come in and say to the farmers
of this country, “From now on you are to operate under the
world conditions and we are going to operate under protective
domestic conditions.” Never before lias it been suggested that
our farm price of raw commodities shall be fixed on a world
basis, and fixed by a national act of Congress. I want to say
to you that if New England wants to take the Crisp bill and
vote for it as a substitute for the MeNary-Iaugen hill, New
England is going to be put into the hands of men who want
to revise the tariff downward, the best argument they ever had
for such revision.

Now, if we adopt the world’s surplus for the farmer, we will
have to adopt it for all the industry and go on a similar basis.
Under these conditions I contend that men that vote for the
substitution of the Crisp bill for the MeNary-Haugen hill are
voting to make our agriculture subservient to world prices
from now on, because the world's surplus, the weorld price,
dominates the whole machinery under the Crisp bill.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I have refused to yield
several times, and I can not yield to the gentleman.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I yielded several times yester-
day to proponents of the Haugen bill.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes; and I yielded the gentleman
the time.

Mr. Chairman I refuse to yield.

I will give the gentleman from Minnesota au opportunity a
little later after I have paid my compliments to the statement
of the gentleman from Minnesota. I may consider yielding a
minute or two to see if he has anything to sa_ for himself.

Now, following out the proposition I have presented to you
here, I find the farm organizations in their report that was
attached to my statement of January 15 made this finding:

Crisp bill boldly stands on the proposition that the world prices shall
rule the American market.

That is the thing that we have been trying to get away from
in this country during our ¢ntire existence.

The farmers of this country only survive because they had
inerease in land values, fertile soil, in the early days, and gen-
eral conditions favorable to them, but now they come in under
the Crisp bill and say that legislatively we will tie you up to
the world market from now on,

OVERPRODUCTION

I was very much interested in the statement of the gentleman
from Georgia on overproduction.

1 was very much interested in his definition of a surplus, and
after he got through with his definition of “ surplus” it was just
as clear in my mind as mud. As a matter of fact he failed to
define surplus, and now he has left a chaotic condition in his
bill. We do not know what a surplus is, and I presnme it
would take 25 years to find out what it means. -

Then he comes down to the question of overproduction. I
do not know whether he is a disciple of Ed Meridith or not.
Meredith has the view that if you fix the price you fix the
production. That is absolutely untrue. The price does not con-
trol the production. That is the reason why the Meredith
claims have never been found practicable, and now we come
down to where the gentleman from Georgia says if you limit
the acreage you will fix the production. He says if you increase
the acreage from one year to another, you are not to have
ithe benefit of this legislation. What does that mean? Iowa
acreage in her corn runs along 10,000,000 acres per year, vary-
ing hardly 10,000 to 25,000 or 50,000 acres a year. We find that
our production increases and decreases from 300,000,000 to 500,-
000,000 bushels, depending entirely upon the crop, and when it
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comes to the matter of surplus in corn, the Iowa farmer usually
has mighty little to do with it. Acts of providence do it, a
favorable season or an unfavorable season, favorable conditions
or unfavorable conditions, lack of rain or plenty of rain to ma-
ture the crop, and now the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]
comes along and says, * Oh, if you have an increase in acreage,
you can not have the benefits of this legislation.”

Mr. Chairman, aecreage is not a certain or accurate yardstick
by which you can measure production. Production varies some-
times 40 per cent, sometimes 50 per cent, sometimes 60 per
cent on exactly the same acreage. Kentucky raises on the
whole about 8,000,000 acres of corn. Her yield is low. Iowa
as a rule raises about 10,000,000 acres of corn, and yet if Ken-
tucky had a poor year in tobacco and the mext year those peo-
ple down there would incrense their acreage of corn 500,000
acres, then this board, under the machinery set up in the Crisp
bill, would go out to Iowa and say, * Well, you fellows are not
to blame for it, but the law says that if the acreage is increased

~yon can not have the benefits of the bill.” As a matter of fact,
that part of the legislation can not be supported.

Next, I wonder if the board under the Crisp bill would be any
wiser than the board under the Haugen bill. The funny part
of this thing is the fact that it seems, according to the minority
report of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr], and ac-
cording to the statement on the floor made by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Orisp], that the board under the Crisp bill
will be all wise, and it will be well informed, whereas the
board under the Haugen bill will be absolutely bent on ruining
the whole machinery. There is absolutely no reason for assum-
ing that the board under oune bill will be a bit better or wiser
or composed of better business men than the board under fhe
other bill. Therefore, I do not think they should try to make
angels out of one board and spendthrifts out of the other.

I shall insert here a statement on overproduction. I guete from
the statement of the gentleman from Ohio. Decrease in prices
has no tendeney to materially decrease the acreage in gome com-
modities. The matter of acreage depends largely upon condi-
tions outside of the price regulations, Take a good farmer.
If he is getting a dollar for his corn and he finds that he needs
only a certain amount to carry him along on his farm, he is
very apt to put the other acreage in grass, where he does not
have to work so hard or hire a man, and in that way he will
not have an overproduction, because he wants largely to sum
up the returns on his farm, and he fixes his effort according
to what his returns will be. The following statement on over-
production I think is quite convincing:

Those who fear that profitable farming will be followed by disastrous
overproduction overlook or disregard the following facts and common-
sense reasoning : f

1. The overproduction argument agalnst surplus-control legislation
{s based on the theory that high prices bring increased acreage and
low prices result in decreased acreage. Then it should follow that
stable prices will mean stable acreage.

2. It is obviously inconsistent, not to say insincere, for those who
advocate cooperative marketing and voluntary lmitation of production
by farmers to oppose surplus-control legislation on the ground that it
will cause overproduction. The effect of profitable prices on production
will be the same whether they are the result of cooperative marketing,
voluntary reduction, or surplus-control legislation.

If these objectors would be consistent, they should oppose cooper-
ative marketing and voluntary restriction of production for the same
reasons they urge against surplus-control legislation, namely, disastrous
overproduction resulting from profitable prices.

3. Our farm acreage and production alike are falling steadily behind
per capita of our population.

This decline will not be checked until farm prices incrense so greatly
and for a sufficient period of time to make farming so attractive that it
will draw capital away from other forms of productive investment.

4, With a large class of farmers, low prices are as potent as high
prices in increasing acreage. With taxes, mortgage debts, interest,
and living costs fixed, this class of farmers increase acreage of cash
erops to the limit when prices are low as the only available means of
paying their obligations, Gov. Frank O. Lowden, himself a farmer,
in discussing this point in a recent gpeech, said: .

“If the farmer’s taxes and interest and the bare necessaries of Iif
for himself and his family require a cash ocutlay of $2,000, and prices
are low, he must push his acreage in cash crops to the limit, with the
hope of securing the $2,000 which stands between him and bankruptey.
Acting as an individual, h# can not do otherwise. The more desperate,
therefore, the financial situation of the farmer is, the more is he inciined
to maximum produoction until he reaches the very end of his resources,”

6. I'rogperity will no more tempt the farmer to overwork than
ghort hours and good wages have tempted union labor to overwork.

Time and a hali and double time for overtime and holiday work
has not led labor to abandon the eight-hour work day. Instead, the
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well-pald laborer has employed his free time in recreation and self-
improvement.

In like manner, when farmers are prosperous, they will give more
time to recreation and self-improvement, to fixing up their homes,
and making them more attractive, rather than to putting in a few more
acres of cash crops to pay taxes and debts,

So much for reason and common-sense theory. ILet us examine the
officially recorded facts concerning price and acreage of wheat and
see If 1t supports the assertion that price alone controls acreage and
that profitable prices will bring serious overproduction.

During the decade 1880-1889 the December farm price of wheat
averaged 83.4 cents per bushel, and the acreage during the last year
of the decade (1889) was 33,580,000 sacres, During the following
decade 1800-1899, the December farm price of wheat averaged 063.1
cents per bushel, ‘'or 22 per cent lower. Following the * overproduc-
tion " theory, one would expect to see the acreage of wheat fall off corre-
spondingly, but the reverse was true. The wheat acrenge during the
last year of the decade (1809) was 52,589,000, an increase of 5T
per cent over the acreage of 10 years before, when the price was
higher. Through the following decade (1900-1909) the December 1
farm price of wheat averaged 76.7 cents per bushel, an increase of 18
per cent above the average price of the preceding decade; but the
acreage, Instead of showing an increase, decreased to 44,262,000 in
the last year of the decade (1909), a drop of 15 per cent. :

Dring the five years—1910-1914—the average welghted price of
wheat dropped from $1.01 In the season of 1909-10 to $0.793; in the
season of 1913-14 a decline of 21.4 cents per bushel; but the acreage
went the other way, and increased from 45,681,000 in 1909 to
53,541,000 in 1913, an increase of 8,860,000 acres.

The foregoing figures are taken from Statistical Bulletin No. 12,
“Wheat and rye statisties,” published by the United States Department
of Agriculture, January, 1926, and the December, 1025, monthly supple-
ment of Crops and Markets lssued by the same department.

The lesson of these figures is that influences other than price affect
the acreage of crops, as for illustration, the appeal to the patriotism
of farmers to increase production of food crops during the war
years.

But acreage alone does not determine volume of production. Weather,
insect pests, and plant diseases may reduce the acre yield and result
in a given acreage producing a larger crep in one year than a larger
acreage will produce in another year. Very good evidence on that
point was presented by Mr. Braxp of Ohlo during the debate on the
Haugen bill in the first session of the Sixty-ninth Congress. M.
BrAND heard Mr. Forr's speech and decided the only real point made in
it was that, since farmers are now producing a surplus at a loss, there-
fore they would swamp us in wheat if the price were advanced. My
Braxp sald :

“ Now, I want you to listen earefully, because this is basic and funda-
mental in this debate; from 1913 to 1913, Inclusive, we produced on
an average in the United Btates 893,309,000 bushels of wheat per year
for the three years. We got for it 90.1 cents a bushel, Now, in the
pext five years—those were the war years, 1916, 1917, 1918, 1910, and
1920—the next five years we produced in those years at tha price of
£1.84, or an average of twice what it was in the three years previous.
What did we produce? We produced 799,083,000 bushels a year, or
nearly 100,000,000 bushels a year less than we produced at half the
price. * * * Now, after 1920 the price went down. What happened
to the yield? According to Mr. Fort, the yield would immediately go
down. It would not be attractive to the farmer. In the five years
following 1920 we produced 802,364,000 bushels a year, or 3,281,000
bushels more each year than we produced during the era of war prices.
We actoally increased the yleld when the price went down, and we
actually deereased the yield when the price went np.

“ Gentlemen, that is the history in 13 years of wheat growing.
Now, there is some paychology here that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Forr] does not understand. Let me talk to you people about
labor, Twenty-five years ago labor was working 12 hours a day, from
morning to night. Labor worked 12 hours a day, and then something
happened 25 years ago, and we gave them more pay. They were offered
more pay per hour. Did they work more hours and produce more? No.
We all know that they reduced the hours that they worked to 10,
Then we ralsed their wages again for some reason or other. Whar dig
they do? Did they work more? No. They reduced their hours ard
asked Congress to reduce their hours to B; and now they are thinking
of going to 6. Now, what is the lesson of all this? Gentlemen, I say
to you that when an average man can make a living and be comfortable
he is willing to rest and take reécreation and improve himseif and Lis
family.”

The existence of a downward trend in agricultural production is
unmistakably shown by the startling fact that the wheat nereage in
the United States in 1925 was 389,000 acres less than it was in 1890,
although the population during that period increased from 74,790,000 to
115,378,000.

A great deal was said, both in the remarks of the defender
of the Crisp bill and in the minority report, about the relative
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effect of the committee bill and this Crisp bill upon production.
At the present moment I merely want to make this comment:
The Haugen bill makes every grower who contributes to the
production of a surplus responsible with other growers for
taking care of it through the equalization fee. The Crisp bill
would permanently relieve the growers of this responsibility
and fasten it instead upon the Treasury of the United States.

Which bill, T ask you fairly, is economic? Which is sound?
The one which makes the industry responsible for its own
stabilization or the one that makes the Treasury responsible
for it? i

There is only one way for opponents of the committee bill
to answer that question, and they have not hesitated to take it,
even though by so doing they leave themselves in an inde-
fensible position. They say “Oh, yes; but you are going fo
raise prices out of all reasgon with the Haugen bill. You are not
going to have any sense in the way yon operate under your plan,
while under our plan we will have a wise board. It will not
raise the farmers' prices, but instead will fix prices so low that
the farmers will have to guit producing under them.”

I challenge as totally unsupportable the assertion that the
board under the Crisp bill would be possessed of any better
judgment or superior resources than the board provided in the
bill recommended by the committee, I do assert that the pro-
vision of drawing the operating funds under the IIaugen bill
from the industry benefited is infinitely preferable to drawing
them from the Treasury as under the Crisp bill.

And I want to say further that if the object of the Crisp bill
is to fix prices of cotton so low that the southern farmers will
have to quit growing it, then I see no reason why Congress
should legislate to speed up the starvation process.

Next we come to the matter of price fixing. Here we come
again to some famous definitions in the Crisp bill, and the
definition that we have this time is with reference to an effi-
ciency producer. It is an amendment to the old bill, and is
inserted in the new bill to define what the cost of production is.
It is found on page 16 of the bill, paragraph (5). It is as
follows :

{5) The cost of production to eficient producers shall be estimated
by excluding the costs of the highest cost producers whose production
is not required to supply the amount needed for domestic consumption,
together with the further amount represented by the average of the
three previous years' exports of the commodity or the products thereof.

The most remarkable new feature in the second Crisp bill is
paragraph 5 in section 19, which is the attempt to write into
the bill a rule for the board to follow in dealing with the “ cost
of production to the efficient producers.” The words * attempt-
ing to define"” are used advisedly, because, while paragraph
5 appears in the section devoted to definitions, it, in fact, does
not constitute a definition of the term which is probably the
pivotal point in the bill.

The paragraph above referred to says “ the cost of production
to efficient producers "—which is the price-fixing measuring
stick of the Crisp bill—"shall be estimated " in the following
manner: “by excluding the costs of the highest cost producers.”

Now, who are the “highest cost producers”? This para-
graph defines them as producers “ whose production is not re-
quired to supply the amount needed for domestic consumption,”
and “the further amount represented by the average of the
three previous years' exports of the commodity or the products
thereof.”

It takes a little study to see what this means, and then no
one will ever be sure. Apparently, the thought is that * cost to
efficient producers” is a cost high enough to include all that
production which meets our normal domestie requirements plus
our average exports, For example, if that means 14,000,000
bales of cotton, then it means the cost of production which is
high enough to cover the highest cost involved in producing
those 14,000,000 bales. "

If the production exceeds the normal domestic requirements
plus the average of exports, then the amount in excess of the
14,000,000 bales shall be considered the *production of high-
cost producers,” and therefore shall be eliminated by the board
in estimating the “ cost of production to efficient producers.”

This merely raises the guestion of how the board is going to
determine who are the producers who grew that excess amount
of cotton raised at the highest cost. If the last year's expe-
rience be taken as a guide, and if the board had available
(which it does not have) accurate figures covering the cost of
producing each bale of cotton that year, the board could say
that the excess supply was produced at costs ranging from a
certain amount per pound to another amount much higher.
Therefore under this rule these would be excluded by the board
in estimating the “ cost of production to efficient producer.”
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It is clear that there are no figures, even in past years, which
show what these costs would be. Even if there were, they
would be tfotally inapplicable to the current year's condition of
cost of production. For example last year’s cost of production
of cotton, for illustration, might have ranged from 7 cents per
pound to 40 cents per pound. Because of climatic conditions
the * high-cost preducers” last year may have been in Georgia
and surrounding territories, while the low-cost production may
have been in Texas and Oklahoma.

Let us say that last year's crop was 17,000,000 bales and,
therefore, there were 3,000,000 bales of cotton which should be
excluded under the rule attempted to be laid down in the
definition,

If figures were available to show what each lot and pareel
of cotton cost to produce last year, then the board could ascer-
tain that the 2,000,000 bales cost the growers from 20 to 40
cents per pound to produce, while the 14,000,000 bales not ex-
cluded cost from 7 to 30 cents a pound to produce,

The rule says: “The cost of production to efficient producers
shall be estimated by excluding the costs of the highest cost
producers "—in other words, the 3,000,000 bales of 30 to 40 cents
cost of production.

But when that is done, what rule is left for the board to
follow? What level of cost of production within that range of
7 to 30 cent cost of production shall the board select? The rule
does not say. On the face of it, the level would be fixed at the
dividing point between the lowest cost included in the quantity
not needed for domestic consumption and export, and the high-
est cost included in the quantity needed. In the illustration
used, that would be at 30 cents a pound, since that is the lowest
cost included in the 3,000,000 bales, and just above the highest
cost included in the 14,000,000 bales,

Or shonld the board take the average cost of producing those
14,000,000 bales? The rule does not say.

The illustration used assumes that the board would know
what it cost every farmer to grow cotton the previous year— -
which, of course, is an assumption absolutely without warrant.
As a matter of fact, the board never would have such informa-
tion. But even if it did, does it occur to the authors of the
Crisp bill that the eost of production of a previous year would
probably not even be close to the cost of production in the year
when it is proposed to operate, because of variation in yield
per acre?

I should like to know who was responsible for pntting over
such an absurd and unworkable provision on our friend Crisp,
It is vague and meaningless; it is confusing. This is the vital
price-fixing section of the so-called Crisp bill, and it is totally
unworkable.

If anybody knows where the board would end after trying
to make out what that definition means, I would like to have
either the gentleman from Georgia or the gentleman from New
Jersey make an analysis of it and present it to this House for.
its consideration, As to the charge that the Haugen bill is price
fixing, I insert the following statement:

f

FRICE FIXING

One phrase of opposition to surplus control legislation says that it
is “ priee fixing.,” 1In fact, the phrase bas become an epithet and is
applied, as most epithets are, without understanding its exact meaning.

This is not a price fixing bill. * Price fixing ” has a definite mean-
ing. It means the act of naming n definite price by a person or
agency with power to enforce it, or the making of a price formula which,
when applied to a given set of cirenmstances, will produce a definite
price,

The essential elements of price fixing are (1) definiteness and (2)
power to enforce.

“ Price fixing " should not be confused with or nsed as synonymous
with * price influencing.” To “fix"” prices i8 one thing; to “ influ-
ence " prices is another, and may be a wholly different thing.

The fixing of resale prices by manufacturers and the fixing of rail-
road rates by the Government ar¢ two examples of pure and simple
price fixing, Tarif laws are typical examples of price-Influencing
legislation.

The Federal Reserve Board fixes the rediscount rate and influences
the rate of interest in private transactions.

The TUnited States Steel Corporation fixes the price of its own
products and Influences the price charged by others.

Much of the legislation of Congress has no other aim than to in-
fluence prices of commodities and services. Included in this category
are all tariff, antitrust, and railroad legislation, and much labor, bank-
ing, shipping, and inland waterway Ilegislation. No policy of our
Government i more firmly established than that of influencing price
levels by legislation.

The MecNary surplus control bill aims to influenee priee levels, but
its severest critic can not point to anything in the bill which will fix
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prices. To charge that it iz a price fixing bill is to descend from the
high level of argument to the low level of abuse.

16

This bill addresses itself to surplus control, from which it is ex-
pected stabilization will result. Its alm and purpose is clearly stated
in section 1, which reads:

“ 8eecrioy 1, It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to
promote the orderly marketing of basie agricultural commodities in
interstate and foreign commerce, and to that end to provide for the
control and disposition of surpluses of such commodities, to enable
producers of such commodities to stabilize thelr mavkets against undue
and excessive fluctoations, to preserve advantageous domestic markets
for such commodities, to minimize speculation and waste in marketing
such enmmodities, and to encourage the organization of producers of
such commodities into cooperative marketing associations.”

There is not a word or sentence in this declaration of national policy
about price fixing, but instead there is a clear purpose to sanction price
influencing ; and the method of accomplishing that purpose is definitely
limited to * orderly marketing,”" to stabilizing markets * against undne
and excessive fluctuations,” to preserving * advantageons domestic
markets,” and to minimizing “speculation and wasie In marketing.”
Further than is necessary to accomplish these admittedly desirable
ends the Federal farm board will have no authority to go.

1

In order to earry out these purposes a Federal farm board is cre-
ated. Let us examine the powers of that bourd and see if it is glven
power to fix prices.

The Federal farm board is authorized at the request of the producers
to commence operations with surpluses under certain conditions only.
{8ec. G-c.) One of these conditions is that there is or may be during
the ensuing year a surplus above domestie requirements or above the
requirements for orderly marketing. If there is no surplus on hand
or in gight the board’s funciions in relation to a commodity are general
and advisory only,

During such operations the board * ghall asslst in removing or with-
helding or disposing of the surplus™ (not of the regular supply) by
entering into agreements with cooperative associations, corporations
ereated by cooperatives, or with processors of such products. (Sec.
6-d.)

Such agreements may provide for payment out of the stabilization
fund (derived from the equalization fee) of losses, costs, and charges
of such agenecies arising out of the puarchase, storage, sale, or other
disposition of the surplus only, and for making advances to such
agencies for financing the purchase, storage, or sale of the surplus.
(Bec. 6-a.)

The clear aim of the bill is to enable producers through their own
organizations so to control and regulate the flow to market of the
surplus any storage and withholding or diversion to export as to
permit the pormal or regular supply to be marketed at fair and
profitable prices.

There is not one word in this or any other section of the bill which
provides for any price fixing by the board or by anybody else. In the
first place, the bill treats only with the surplus. If there is no surplus,
the board can not operate with that commodity. When there is a sur-
plus and the board does operate, its powers are limited to assisting
the producers in * removing or withholding or disposing of the sur-
plus,” leaving the remainder, or the regular supply, to be sold and
distributed in a regular way through regular agencles.

It is anticipated that a result of the passage of this bill and its
successful administration by the board that producers, through their
cooperatives, will attain a proper degree of bargaining power in the
sale of the commodities named in the bill. When the market is freed
of the demoralizing influenee of surpluses, the farmers' cooperatives
will have a falr chance to prove their efficiency and usefulness. If, as
a result, prices should be advanced unreasonably, the remedy will lie
in proceedings under the Capper-Volstead Act, which provides that
when cooperative associations * monopolize or restrain trade in inter-
state or foreign commerce to such an extent that the price of any
agricultural produet is unduly enhanced thereby " the Recretary of
Agriculture shall order such cooperative to “ cease and desist from
sich monopolization or restraint of trade,” and upon failure to obey
judicial proceedings shall be instituted, (Capper-Volstead Act, 67th
Cong.)

From the foregoing it is apparent that the board not only can not
fix prices in a general or universal sense but can not even fix the price
at which cooperatives may sell that part of the crop normally handled
by them or, Indeed, of the surplus itself. Whatever prices are named
will be prices agreed upon between the organizations representing the
producers and the buyers.

v

Neither Congress nor the Supreme Court has ever questioned the
right of an individual or eorporation, no matter how large, to determine
absolutely the price at which it would buy or sell, The alm of our
antitrust and antimonopoly laws has been to prevent consplracy and
coercion to stifle free competition. It has been repeatedly held by the
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Bupreme Court, for instance, that manufacturers have a right to fix
the resale price of their produects and to refuse to sell to any dealer
who does not observe such prices, but the courts have restrained con-
spiracy and coercion to compel observance of such prices by dealers,

Under the surplus control bill farmers' cooperatives will have
the same right as any other producer or dealer to name the prices at
which they sell, and the board will have the right to finance such
operations in so far as they Involve the surplus with the stabilization
fund. The rights and powers of the cooperatives and of the hoard in
these operations (those relating to the surplus) will be that of a dealer
and his banker, with the one exception that the board may agree to
absorb any losses in the transaction and pay the same out of the
stabilization fund provided by the commodity itself.

From the foregoing it is apparent that the plain and simple purpose
of this bill is to make it possible for the producers of the five products
named in the bill fo control a sufficient supply of these products to
prevent surpluses from causing ruin and bankraptey. No price-fixing
power is conferred by this act either upon the Federal farm board or
the cooperative agencies of producers,

v

Stated in the plain terms of the market place, this legislation will
give farmers the same power to withhold surplus supply of these five
produets that the United States Steel Corporation and other large In-
dustrial groups bave in their products. The steel corporation may
withhold products from the market or sell in foreign markets at lower
priees for the purpose of maintnining falr and stable domestic prices,
Why should not cotton farmers, wheat farmers, corn farmers, rice
farmers, and hog preducers be given a practical means to exercise the
same rights and the same powers a8 the numerous corporations compos-
ing the United States Steel Corporation?

But, we will be told, the United States Steel Corporation Is a vol-
untary combination and has received no aid from the Government.
That is not a completely accurate statement. The Federal Govern-
ment gave pesitive aid, through President Roosevelt, in the organiza-
tion of the corporation, and by a decislon of the United BStates
Supreme Court placed the stamp of its approval upon the combination
and its methods of operation and price control. In some cirecumstances
negative ald may be as potent as affirmative aid. The decision of
the Supreme Court, giving a new interpretation of our antitrust lnws
was as effective and accomplished the sale result that an amendment
of these laws by Congress would have accomplished. The point I am
making is, that the United States Government has contributed to the
organization and preservation of the steel corporation to the extent
that was necegssary to make it what it is. No more than this is
asked by farmers in the pending bill; the difference in the two cases
is one of method only.

When the United States Supreme Court gave its sanctlon to the
methods of price influence employed by the Steel Corporation it gave
the stamp of legality and economic soundness to the methods of
price influence authorized in this bill

“It is a mere truism,” said the court in that ecase, *to say that
the fixing and malotaining by a manufacturer of a fair price above
cost is not only a right but a commercial necessity, and when such
fair prices are departed from and they are unreasonably raised and
exacted from the purchasing public, the public is prejudiecd thereby.
On the other hand, when that price is so unreasonably lowered as
to drive others out of business, with a view of stifiing cowpetition,
not only is that wronged competitor individually injured, but the
publie is prejodiced by the stifling of competition.” (United States o,
United States Bteel Corporation, 223 Fed. Rep. 81.)

Substitute farmers and wheat or cotton or corn for steel corporation
and steel and we have a court decision to the effect that a fair
price above cost of production i not only a right of farmers but
a commercial necessity, and that when prices are lowered to a point
that drives farmers out of business the public suffers. That is the
sound doctrine that underlies this bill.

In his testlmony in this case Judge Cary sald:

“The United States Steel Corporation has endeavored, so far as it
could, to prevent unreasonable increase of prices. It has been a declded
factor from time to time in keeping prices down to a level whiech was
believed to be falr and juost. Prices generally are controlled very much
by the business conditions of the country. The ordinary laws of trade
and supply and demand fix the general prices of commodities, but the
Steel Corporation has endeavored to prevent sudden and violent flue-
tuations downward by its advice, but more partienlarly by its own action
in fixing its prices, and has endeavored to prevent the unreasonable in-
crease in prices at times when the demand was greater than the sup-
ply and there was a general disposition in the trade to take advantage
of these conditions and unduly Increase prices.”

In the same case Charles M. Schwab testified :

“While I was president of the Steel Corporation I should say that
our prices were somewhat above the other prices in depressed times
and below the other prices in prosperous times, In other words, we
endeavored to keep more uniform.”

The price policy for farmers which this bill seeks to make possible
aims to stabilize prices at profitable levels, to prevent them from going
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too low or too high. If such a policy is legal and sound for the Steel
Corporation, why Is it not sound and legal for farmers? If such policy
and practice are not price fixing by the Bteel Corporation, the same
policy and practice by the farmers' organizations will not constitute
price fixing,

If it be argued that farmers, through their cooperatives and with the
ald of the stabilization fund (which they would themselves provide),
would be able to control so large a volume of products as to give them
great power, we answer, in the language of the court in the Bteel case,
“ the law does not make mere size an offense.” Continuing, the United
States Circuit Court said in that case:

“ We find no proof to show that it tends to monopolize the steel busi-
ness or to unduly restrain trade or to prejudice the public. There is no
proof that it in any way interferes with the right of any other person in
the steel business to fix his own price on his own steel products. The
proof shows that the Steel Corporation, in the exereise of its own busi-
ness judgment, has elected to publicly announece Its prices, to adhere to
them with all buyers, and to give timely notice of its purpose to change
them.” (U. 8. v. U. 8. Steel Corporation, 223 Fed. Rep. 81.)

Here is legal sanction of the policy of price influencing by farmers
as authorized and foreshadowed in this bill, Large cooperatives of pro-
ducers with full knowledge of supply and demand will negotiate the
price on their own produets. But this is done by the cooperative asso-
clations, not by the farm board. But all other producers and dealers
will be free to sell and buy at any price that suits them. They will
be as free to follow or disregard the prices of the cooperatives as inde-
pendent steel producers are to disregard the prices of the Steel Corpora-
tion. If the Steel Corporation should by conspiracy or coercion unduly
enhanece steel prices it would be subject to prosecution under the anti-
trust law. If a farmers’ cooperative should unduly enhance prices,
even without resorting to conspiracy or coercion, it would be subject to
prosecution under the Capper-Volstead Act.

Not having as large measure of control over production as the Steel
Corporation, the farmers’ cooperatives would have to be more careful
than the Steel Corporation to keep prices at reasonable levels to pre-
vent overproduction. The only means of direct price control available
to the cooperatives would lie in the power to determine the price they
would ask for their own products. The¥ would have no control of any
supply not produced or purchased by them and no power to prevent
increased production if prices were sufficiently attractive.

vI.

In the steel case the court did more than establish the legality of
the combination. It considered the trade policies and practices of the
Steel Corporation and approved them. After describing in some detail
the old policy of ruthless competition in the steel industry which pre-
vailed before the days of the Steel Corporation and which had been
superseded by the Steel Corporation’s policy of price stabilization, the
court said: )

“The cause of falling steel prices is, of course, that there are not
enough orders to cover the production, and this leaves two courses
open to the steel manufacturer; he must either shut down his mill
or go after orders to keep it rumning, The policy of the Carnegie Co.
(and others) was to try to keep the mills running, no matter what
price they got for their products, or no matter whether their getting such
orders meant the complete stoppage of their competitors’ mills. FPrac-
tieally applied, this policy meant a fierce, ruthless, price-cutting trade
war.! (U, 8. v, U. 8. Steel Corporation, 223 Fed. Rep. 81.)

Summed up in a few words the conditions complained of and the
remedy proposed, in so far as they relate to prices, may be stated thus:

si 1 and 1 surpl of crops break the price of the
entire supply ;

The number of farmers Involved is so large as to make voluntary
action to control this surplus Impracticable ;

It is proposed to create an agency which will make it possible for
producers to 8o manage the surplus that supply and demand in the
domestic market will be fairly balanced;

When the market has been freed of the weight of an unneeded
surplus, the free operations of supply and demand will equate fair
prices in line with and justified by general business conditions.

The participation of the Government is limited to—

(1) Making it poseible to prorate the cost of thus managing the
surplus on the same basis as the direct benefits; and

{2) Encouraging the development of cooperatives which will give
farmers proper bargaining power in markets freed of the incubus of
the surplus.

Instegd of artificlally fixing prices this legislation will in reality
make free markets in which prices will be made in the nsual ways of
trade without the unfair influence of an unnneeded supply. Instead of
fixing prices and restraining trade, this legislation will encourage
legitimate trade by substituting stable market conditions for unstable
conditions.

Next we come to the statement in the final report that this
bill will injure the cooperatives. The best answer I know to
that is this, that practically everywhere yon find a cooperative,
the members of it are in favor of the machinery set up in the
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Haugen bill and are against the machinery set up in the Crisp
bill. The only exception I know to that is the cotton cooper-
ative of the gentleman’s own State, and I know nothing about
whether they have indorsed the gentleman's bill or not, but
the gentleman from Georgia made the gtatement that they were
favorable to him and had indorsed this plan. I did notice the
other day that the cotton cooperatives from 10 to 11 States
down there had met and indorsed the MeNary-Haugen bill and
not the Crisp bill. I say to you that these cooperatives ought
to know something about what they want. They ought to
know whether this machinery is for their best interests. If
they are to designate as the agency to handle a commodity,
then under the machinery set up in the Haugen bill they have
an all-controlling influence, and they do not have an all-con-
trolling influence under the bill of the gentleman from Georgia.
I insert at this point a statement on the question of coopera-
tives under this machinery, which is too long and detailed to
read to the House, but I hope that those of you who are inter-
ested in the matter will read it—

BEURPLUS CONTROL AND COOFERATIVES

In discussion of the surplus control bill four objections have been
advanced which relate to cooperative marketing associations of farmers,
as follows : =

(1) That farmers cooperatives cam and sghould stabilize markets
through control of surplus by means of loans.

(2) That the surplus control bill aims to compel all producers of the
commodities named in the bill to join cooperatives; or, at least, to
require nonmembers to pay part of the operating costs of cooperatives.

(3) That the stabilization plan will make cooperatives unnecessary
and destroy those now in existence.

(4) That the bill will so inerease the number and size of farmers'
cooperatives that they will become trusts and monopolles and will
oppress the publie.

These four points will be considered In numerical order:

I

(1) That farmer cooperatives can and should stabilize markets through
control of surplus by means of loans

In theory, the proposition is unsound, because it Involves imposing
upon a fraction of a group the cost of a service to the entire group,

Actually, it is impossible ; every cooperative that has undertaken it
has abandoned the effort, and some have failed as a result of the
attempt.

There is not in the United States to-day a single cooperative handling
a staple crop which has been succesgful in stabilizing prices over a
period of years by carrying over seasonal surpluses from one year to
another or by exporting the surplus in ways fto maintain domestie
prices on a higher level than world prices.

Beveral large cooperatives have attemrpted stabilization by carrying
over seagsonal surpluses. Some have appeared to succeed for a time,
but in the end all of them have abandoned the practice. Others have
perished in the atiempt.

If one were searching for expert and reliable opinion on this point he
would expect to find it among the officers and managers of the big Amer-
fean eooperatives handling our staple crops. With one volce these co-
operative officials declare that cooperatives can not stabilize markets
through management of surpluses with loans from the Government or
any other lending agency. This is the recorded judgment of the cotton,
wheat, rice, and livestock cooperatives. Certainly these men ought to
know.

There was filed with the Agricultural Committees of the House and
Benate last spring a statement signed by 29 of the large cotton, wheat,
and livestock cooperatives in which it was declared :

“All properly organized and properly managed cooperative market-
ing assoclations handling nonperishable products are able at this time
to secure marketing credit from commercial banks and from the inter-
mediate eredit banks. There IS no need for the establishment of an-
other system of Government credit for the ordinary and current mar-
keting operation of cooperative associations.

# What is needed at this time by cooperative marketing associations
and by all agriculture is a way by which unpreventable surpluses may
be taken off the market and not permitted to depress the price of the
entire crop below the cost of production, For some crops this will
mean storage and carry over from years of large production to years of
small production. For others it will mean so handling the export sur-
plus as to make the tariff effective.

“In neither case will the mere granting of additional credit to co-
operatives accomplish the desired purpose. No cooperative can afford
to burden its members with the cost and risk of borrowing money to
buy seasonal surplus and carry it over to the next year to sell it in
foreign free-trade markets.”

The American Cotton Growers' Exchange, a growers' cooperative
which handles more than a hundred million dollars of cotton annually
and sells in both domestic and foreign markets, said In a statement to
Congress last April:
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“In the very nature of things it is utterly impossible for all the
producers of a given farm commodity to establish an equalization fund
and a stabilizing system, just as it was impossible for all the bankers
by voluntary action to establish agencies through which credit might
be stabilized and adjusted to demand.

* 1t is impossible and utterly unfair for any small group of farmers,
throngh their cooperatives, to undertake the burden of stabilizing the
entire industry, in the benefits of which all will share and the cost
of which will, be borne by a few."

It thus appears that the proposition that farm markets may be
gtabilizsed by control of the surplus through loans to cooperatives is
(1) unsound in principle; (2) has failed in practice; and (8) is opposed
by practically all cooperatives handling our basic staple crops and is
advocated by none of them.

bid

(2) That the surplus control bill aima to compel all producers of the
commodities named in the bill to join cooperatives, or, ai least, to
pay part of the operating cost of cooperatives
These statements belong in the category of misrepresentation and are

not supported by any provislon of the bill or warranted by fair inter-

pretation of any provision,

One of the aims of the bill is to give the scattered millions of Ameri-
can farmers more bargaining power in the market places than they can
have as an unorganized group of individuals. Therefore the bill
frankly declares the alm * to encourage the organization of producers
of such commodities into cooperative associations.” (Seec. 1.) That is
not merely the policy of this bill, but it is the declared policy of Con-
gress and the execative branches of the Government.

This bill proposes to encourage organization of farmers, not by com-
pelling them to join cooperatives, which would be foolish and futile,
but by making it possible for cooperatives to render a larger measure
of serviee and thus inerease their membership by voluntary action,

Section 6-d of the bill authorizes the Federal farm board to assist
in * removing or withholding or disposing of the surplus,” and to that
end It may enter Into contracts with certain agencles, including * co-
operative assoclations ®* * * or a corporation or association cre-
ated by one or more such cooperative associations.”

By section 6 the contracts between the farm board and the coopera-
tives may provide that the board will make advances from the stabiliza-
tion fund to the cooperative to purchase, store, and resell any part of
the surplus in domestic or foreign markets, and that any losses sus-
tained in such operations will be paid out of the stabilization fund.

These provisions of the bill make it clear that the ope-ations of the
cooperatives in buying, storing, and selling the surplus under contract
with the board will be entirely separate and apart from their regular
operations in marketing the products delivered to them by their mem-
bers, In order that these two different sets of transactions may be
kept separate the bill provides (sec, i—d) that the board may contract
with corporations ereated by one or more of such cooperative associa-
tions. The clear intent and purpose of this and other sections of the
bill is to make it possible, for instance, for all the reglonal wheat
cooperatives to organize one or more corporations through which sur-
plus wheat may be purchased, stored, or sold in domestic or foreign
markets under a contract with the Federal farm board. By the same
provisions of the bill the various cotton and rice cooperatives will be
permitted to contract with the board for handling the surplus throvgh
subsidiary corporations created by them.

This plan and procedure keeps the surplus operations of the board
separate from the operations of the cooperatives in handling the crops
of their memberg and completely answers the charge that the bill will
drive farmers into cooperatives against their will or compel nonmembers
to pay a part of the expenses of the cooperatives,

The organization with which the board will contract for the handling
of the surplus may buoy In the open markets and may buy from the
cooperatives, if the latter wants to sell ; or it may buy from nonmembers
or dealers. They will (under eontract with the board) buy, sell, store,
export, or otherwise dispose of the surplus In ways to accomplish the
aims and purposes of this legislation. Members of cooperatives will gell
through thelr cooperatives and pay the expense of maintaining the eco-
operative. Nonmembers will continue to sell when, where, and to whom
they please,

The product of members of cooperatives and nonmembers alike will
pay the equalization fee, beeause all will share alike in the benefits of
stabilization. The expenses of cooperatives will be paid only by their
members, because the members only share in the direct benefits of
cooperative selling.

1

(3) That the stabilization plan will make cooperatives unnecessary
and destroy those now in eristence

This objectlon is in direct contradiction of the claim that the plan

is unworkable and will not benefit agriculture, for it is predicated upon

the assumption that the plan will bring such great benefits to farmers

that they will not want or need the benefits of cooperative marketing.

To contend that the plan will make cooperatives unnecessary 18 to admit
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that it has more merit than is clalmed for it by the most ardent
supporters.

The plan will depend in large measure for its successful operation
upon the effective organization of farmers, and the relation of the
Federal farm board to the cooperatives Is clearly defined in the bill
itself.

There ean not be any possible confliet between the funcHons of the
Federal farm board and the cooperatives and neither can supplant the
other or render the other unnecessary. The board will keep in touch
with the big questions of supply and demand and the general economic
conditions affecting agriculture and adminlster the stabilization funds
in “removing or withholding or disposing of the surplus® through
proper contracts with cooperatives and other agencies. It will not
relleve farmers of any of their own responsibilities of production and
marketing which create the ity for perative organizations.
There will remain the same need for efficient production, for proper
grading and standardization, for the elimination of unnecessary costs
and waste in distribution, and for intelligent selling as exists to-day.

When the farm board has freed the domestic market of the demoraliz-
ing influence of surplus there will remain the task of marketing the
regular supply and farmers will continue to need the bargnining and
other powers of cooperation. Under those conditions cooperative mar-
keting associations will have a better opportunity than they now
have to prove their efficiency and value.

w

(4) That the bill will so increase the number and size of farmers’ co-
operatives that they will become trusts and wmonopolies and will
oppress the public

Many of the most ardent opponents of this legislation have declared
publicly that a farmers’ trust is not possible, The large number of
persons engaged in farm production renders conspiracy and coercion
impossible, and without conspiracy and coercion price extortion by so
large a number is impossible, Furthermore, long before the price of
farm products could be raised to the extortion level, increased produc-
tion would lower them. .

There is nothing in the surplus control bill which gives farmers any
right to organize which they do not now possess under State and Fed-
eral laws. All that the bill aims to do in respect to this phase of the
question is to assist cooperatives in the task of stabilizing markets
through control of the surplus.

If as a result of this legislation farmers’ cooperatives should increase
in number, size, and efficiency, one of its primary aims will have been
accomplished, viz, the development by farmers of bargaining power
which will enable them to deal on even terms with the buyers of their
products.

The law provides ample safeguards against abuse of power by
farmers' cooperatives. The Capper-Volstead Act, which authorizes such
cooperatives to engage in interstate commerce, also provides severe
penalties for abuse of cooperative power.

Under section 2 of .the aect it is the duty of the Becretary of Agri-
culture, if he believes that any association operating under it monopo-
lizes or restrains trade in interstate or foreign commerce to such an
extent that the price of any agricultural product is unduly enhanced
by reason of such menopoly or restraint of trade, to serve upon such
association & complaint with respect to such matters requiring the asso-
ciation to show cause why an order should not be made directing it to
cease and desist from monopolization or restraint of trade.

After a hearing, If the Secretary of Agriculture believes that such an
association monopolizes or restrains trade i{n interstate or foreign com-
merce to such an extent that the price of any agricultural product is
unduly enhanced thereby, the act provides that he shall issue an order
reciting the facts found by him and directing such assoclation to cease
and desist from monopolization or restraint of trade. If such order
is not complied with by the association within 30 days, the Secretary
of Agriculture is then required to fille a certified copy of the order
issued by him, together with certified coples of all records in the mat-
ter In the district court of the United States in the judicial district in
which such association has its principal place of business. The De-
partment of Justice bas charge under the act of the enforcement of
such order. The district court of the United States is given jurisdic-
tion to affirm, modify, or set aside the order, or to enter such other
decree as it may deem equitable,

¥

There are two additional and very important provisions of the
gurplus control bill which relate to farmers' cooperatives.

Section 12-a authorizes the Federal farm board “ to make loans out
of the revolving fund to any cooperative association engaged in the
purchase, storage, sale, or other disposition of any agrieultural com-
modity (whether or not a basic agrienltural commodity) for the purpose
of assisting such cooperative assoclation in controlling the surplus
of such commodity in excess of the requirements for orderly marketing.”

This provision will enable the board to do all that can be done with
loans toward stabllization of farm prices. If the producers of uny
of the five basic commodities named in the bill belleve they can
stabilize their markets by the use of loans and prefer that method to
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the use of the equalization-fee method, they would have an opportunity
to obtain loans under this seection.

Loans are not limited to the five basic products named in the bill,
but may be made to cooperatives handling “any agricultural com-
modity.,” This broadens the scope of the bill and will permit the
Federal farm board to extend special aid to any cooperative group in
dealing with its surplus problem. In addition to making loans the
hoard will also be in position to aid cooperatives with surplus problems
in many other ways. Section 5-b and 5-c¢ require that—

“8rc. 5. (b) The hoard shall keep advised, from any available
sources, of crop prices, prospects, supply and demand, at home and
abroad, with especial attention to the existence or the probability of
the existence of a surplus of any agricultural commodity or any of its
food products.

“{e) The board shall advise cooperative associations, farm organiza-
tions, and producers in the adjustment of production and distribution,
in order that they may secure the maximum benefits under this act.”

s vi

Still furtber aid is provided for cooperatives in section 12-b, which
follows :

“gec. 12, (b) The board is authorized, npon such terms and condi-
tions, and in accordance with such regulations as it may preseribe,
to make loans out of the revolving fund te any cooperative association
engaged in the purchase, storage, sale, or other disposition, or proc-
essing of any agricultural commodity, for the purpose of assisting
such cooperative assoclation in the purchase or construction of facilities
to be used in the storage or processing of such agricultural commodity.
In making any such loan the board may provide for the payment of
a fixed number of annual installments which will, within a period of
not more than 20 years, repay the amount of such loan, together with
the interest thereon. The aggregate amounts loaned under this sub-
divigion and remaining unpaid shall not exceed at any omne time the
sum of $25,000,000.”

This feature of the bill will bring aid and relief to a great many
cooperative elevators, feed mills, creameries, warehouses, and farm
marketing and processing enterprises. Also, it will enable many farm

groups to provide much needed facilities,

vII

From the foregoing, it is apparent that this legislation is much
broader and muore comprehensive than many of its critics have been
willing to admit. 8o far as they relate to farmers’ cooperatives they
may be summed up as follows :

1. A Federal farm board which will keep advised of crop prices,
prospects, supply and demand at home and abroad and will advise
cooperatives in the adjustment of production and distribution.

2, Will encourage the organization of producers into cooperative
marketing associations.

4. Will assist the producers of wheat, cotton, corn, rice, and hogs
through removing, withholding, or disposing of the surplus and pro-
rating the cost to all of the marketed commodity.

4. By relieving cooperatives handling these five commrodities of the
entire burden of managing the surplus will enable them to grow in
size and number and exercise real bargnining power in markets freed
of the incubus of the surplus.

5. Will assist cooperatives handling any agricultural product in
controlling the surplus through the use of low interest-bearing loams.

6. Will make loans to cooperatives for construction or purchase of
facilities for storage or processing, and permrit amortization over
periods as long as 20 years,

Taken as a whole, thig legislation provides the Kind of assistance
to eooperatives which experience ghows they need and which will
enable them to prove their worth and efficiency.

The other day the gentleman from Georgia made the state-
ment here that only $250,000,000 are appropriated in his bill,
and when that is used up it is all gone and there will be no
more. He also made the statement in the analysis of his bill
that if you lose on handling the farm commodity you are
handling, that loss must come out of the Public Treasury. Last
year a great many men who opposed the McNary-Haugen bill
spent most of their time opposing it on the ground that it fur-
nished a subsidy. We admitted that a certain portion of the
bill did have a subsidy. That these same gentlemen opposed to
that bill are now proposing a loan as a subsidy fo the com-
modity out of the Public Treasury. How are they going to
avoid a loss? They are going to avoid it by fixing the price
at the cost of the efficient producer plus a resasonable profit,
and the principal reason why they say there is going to be
no loss in buying so low is there will not be any loss on a
commodity. 1 would like to know if there is not some cot-
ton man on the cotton exchangeg of the South who wonid
like to have an opportunity to make money on cotton and food-
stuffs at so low a price they are bound to make money if the
commodity goes even higher., Who is to stand the loss? Is
it the cotton speculator? No. Is it the cotton commission con-
cerns? No. It is the cotton producer. What does it mean,
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then? Under the Crisp- bill, in order to prevent a Treasury
loss you have to buy it so cheaply the farmer can not make
money. You bankrupt him first and then take the com-
modity off his hands. Some of you men are friends of the
farmer and have farmer constituents, I want you to explain
under the Crisp bill how you are going fo save the cotton men
when the price gets so low you can not lose money in buying,
it and expect him to make money producing it at that price.
Why do something that will add to the already terrible condi-
tion of the cotton people of the South?

The $250,000,000 would not stop the operation of the scheme
under the Crisp bill. Say we loaned $250,000,000 in the Cotton
Belt and we find an emergency in corn or swine or any of
the other products, they would have to take $150,000,000 fo
take care of their interest. Therefore, the only fair way here
is to say to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr], “Take back your
gold,” we want to finance our own machinery. We want the
men who produce these commodities to pay their own cost,
and they are willing to do it and if you will let them have the
management of the machinery under the Haugen bill they
will manage the marketing of their foodstuffs, and in time
they will be able to stabilize prices at a fair rate. Next, there
are a good many people saying. “ Oh, this McNary-Haugen bill
is going to be a plan imposed upon the farmer. They have
got to take it whether they want it or not. You are going to
hold their noses and pour it down them.” Such is not the case,
nothing is further from the truth. What must you find in order
to get an operating period? First, a surplus above the domestic
requirements. In cotton a surplus above requirements for
orderly marketing. Second, you have to have an advisory
couneil who are selected from the 12 land-bank distriets of
the United States, with particular regard to the particular
commodity, and they must advise and consent to an operating
period before the same ecan be declared by the board. Third,
a substantial number of the cooperative associations or other
organizations representing the producer of such commodity,
must approve such operating period ; and, fourth, the members
from the land-bank districts will have more than 50 per cent
of the production of such commodity in their districts, so must
approve such operating period.

Therefore this is only put in operation after the real pro-
ducers of such commodities ask that the same be given to them
for their benefit. Therefore the equalization fee is not a tax
imposed. It is a privilege granted whereby they raise a sink-
ing fund, by which they carry on and help cover losses in case
that commodity is sold at a loss, which is the same suggested
way to have the farmers themselves carry the loss. In other
words, I want to see some of the conservative Members of
this House who heretofore have been ecritical of the men spon-
soring the McNary-Haugen bill explain their attitnde and tell
us how they can switch their views and support the Crisp bill

Now, I was very much interested in the statement of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEwtox] last night. 1 have
also seen a letter that has been circulated here by Sidney
Anderson, a former Member of the House, with reference to
wheat, in which they say they are trying to protect the inter-
ests of the wheat farmers, and that it is only in the interest of
the wheat farmer that they are opposing this legislation: and
then they set out a very keenly-devised scheme whereby they
show that if you will impose an eqgualization fee twice the
amount that will be necessary, we are going to have a less
price in this country than the Canadian farmer receives. Let
me tell you why that would not be so. Under the whole ma-
chinery of the MeNary-Haugen bill you can levy the equaliza-
tion fee against Canadian wheat brought in by the millers the
same as against the domestic wheat, [Applause,]

Why, then, be fearful that we are going to subsidize the
Canadian farmer in this bill, when there are three places in
the bill where you can levy the equalization charge against the
wheat imported from Canada? In some sectioms of this coun-
try, like the State of Washington and the State of Oregon,
where they raise wheat, a large portion of which is exported,
under the definitions drawn in the Crisp bill the only hope
those fellows would have is to change to some other grade of
wheat.

My only purpose in taking this time now is to sift out some
of these objections that are floating around here and present
them to the House for its consideration. But let me suggest
one more thing, and that is the propaganda. Here is the Wash-
ington Post coming out yesterday with this statement, that
“It is an inexcusable attempt to discriminate against some
Americans in favor of others.” Does anybody believe that an
increase of 4 cents a pound on butter was for any other pur-
pose than to stabilize and increase the price of butter? Is there
anybody who thinks that this project is intended to do more
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than to give a higher price? We know that when you object
to a benefit being derived by the food producer yon are dis-
criminating against him. It was started back in the days of
Thomas Jefferson, when they imposed customs duties in order
to raise revenues,

We are really being eomplimented by the kind of attention
we are getting, The Philadelphia Board of Trade passed a
resolution and sent it to Members of Congress in which they
say, “And your memorialists will ever pray,” and so forth. I
venture fto suggest that this is the first time those fellows have
ever prayed for a long period of years. [Laughter and ap-
plause. ]

What do they say? They say it is not believed that any
system can be devised for the withdrawal of a surplus in the
market that will not tend to produce overproduction here in
competition with the other countries of the world. In other
words, they say, * Let the farmer continue in the statns he is
in at the present time.” That is the aftitude of the Phila-
delphia Board of Trade. I venture to say that there is not
one of those members who, if he saw a copy of the Mc¢Nary-
Haugen bill, could tell it from one of this month’s comic valen-
tines. [Laughter.] They spread their views all over the coun-
try and say, * This thing is bad; run away from it.”

A word further with reference to the wheat figures circulated
by the millers. Everybody who knows Sidney Andersom, of
Minnesota, knows that he represents the milling industry of this
country. 7The millers for all these years have looked largely
to the processing end; and so far as the miller needs pay for
his services in processing and grinding the wheat into flour, he
must have his pay. But the trouble is that in a large number
of milling enterprises the millers are dealing more in grain and
grain gambling than in the milling end of the commodity.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has again expired.

Mr., DICKINSON of Iowa. I will give myself five minutes
more.

That being the case, we want to read over carefully that kind
of propaganda. We want to read it with a good deal of mis-
giving, And with reference to the letter from the millers, 1
would simply suggest that what they say is not applicable under
present conditions. They get out that whole mass of figures,
followed by a long list of prices, and when you come fo the end
of it you find that the only mistake they make is that the very
evil they suggest is cured by the terms of the bill

Oh, what a tangled web we weave
When first we practice to deceive.

And their statement is for no other purpose than to deceive.

Now, coming down to the last analysis, what is the difference
between the remedy proposed in the Crisp bill and the MeNary-
Haugen bill? The committee has found, if you please, one
fundamental difference, and that is that we are trylng to estab-
lish liere a method by which yon can maintain a price that is
favoralle to the producer, while on the other hand the Crisp
bill makes an effort first to determine what the cost of pro-
duction is, which is impossible, where no two economists have
been able to agree, and where if you put this machinery into
effect they can not agree for the next 25 years; and then they
say that in order not to lose the Government money you must
buy this stuff so low that there will be no loss. In other words,
do we want farm relief or do we not? Do you want to try
to handle farm commodities through proper machinery, and
machinery which will earry on for the benefit of the farmer, or
do you want to say to the farmer, *“We can not buy your stuff,
except at that low rate”? And, therefore, the whole question is
a question of degree. What do you want to do for the farmer?
Do yon want to do anything or do you net? If you do not
want to do anything, let us vote down all legislation; but if
you do want to do something, do not let us camouflage by
saying to the producer, “ We are going fo estimate what an
efficient producer is.” 8o far as I know the definition given by
the gentleman from Georgia the other day is a definition of
bulk-line production., but it is not the definition of an efficient
producer so far as I know. In all the books on economics I
have been able to get hold of I never heard an efficient pro-
ducer defined. I do not know what an efficient producer is, and
it will be a matter of guesswork for the next 25 years.

If we are going to do something in behalf of the farmer, let
us put in a system of legislation that will at least tend toward
the point of equality for the farmer in the handling, in the
carrying, and in the marketing of his commodities. Less than
that we ought not to do, and more than that he does not ask.
Therefore, why not put through the MeNary-Haugen bill in its
present form. This is the beginning of a system. The Federal
reserve act now on the statute books had, I believe, only 15 per
cent of it put on the books in the original enactment. Of course,
we will find our difficulties, This is not a piece of legislation
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which anybody thinks is going to take prosperity and lay it at
the front door of the farmer, but it is a piece of legislation that
will start in to build an American agricultural policy, the first
of which will be economical and efficient production as well as
good management on the part of the farmer, and, second, it
will provide machinery, if you please, that will help market his
erop and give him a bargaining power that will permit him to
compete with the other interests he is compelled to combat.

That is the whole purpose of this bill, and with that state-
ment I yield the floor. [Applanse.]

Ar. Chairman, I ask the gentleman from Colorado to use
some of his time.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask the chairman of this subcommittee, the gentleman from
Iowa, as to what we can rely upon, if he knows, as to the
amount of time to be used in this general debate. I have re-
quests from some 15 Members on this side of the FHouse, and
the time totals about five or six hours. If we are going to be
compelled to close the debate to-day, I think we ought to
know that. -

Mr. DICKINSON of Towa. It is my belief we should run
on all of to-day and probably a part of Tuesday. By that time
we will know how much of our material we have exhausted and
can then make an adjustment.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. The only thing is that I do not
want to yield some Members 30 minufes and then have the
time made so short that I can not yield time to other Members.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. We will do the best we can
to accommodate them all.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield time to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. TiILLMAN].

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I shall consume very little
time, and I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unan-
imous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TILLMAN, Mr. Chairman, much in the way of bitter
criticism has been uttered by the wets against the use of decoys,
detectives, and against what is termed entrapment and entice-
ment on the part of officers charged with the duty of enforcing
laws against the illegal sale of infoxicating beverages. Members
of this body profess to feel greatly outraged at some of the
alleged acis of enforcement officers secking to secure convictions
under the statutes mentioned. I wonder if they condemn the
use of the same methods if invoked to run down counterfeiters,
murderers, rapists, and criminals generally.

When a man is charged with erime I am in favor of respect-
ing every safeguard that the law throws around him; the pre-
sumption of innocence; trial by an impartial jury of his own
selection ; defense by counsel ; the right of appeal to the highest
courts, and every delay coming to him under the wise and long-
established procedure wrought during the centuries by sover-
eignties, always jealous of the rights of men accused of com-
mitting offenses against the peace and dignity of the State.
But I see no harm, I see only a well-recognized and proper
enstom, age-old in its observance, that is to say, the privileze
of officers to obtain evidence in the manner above discussed
against chroniec offenders, against criminal statutes. Great
judges, great courts, clean and law-loving officials with only the
love of orderly conduct and the desire to benefit society by en-
forcing the laws of the land bhave practiced and sanctioned the
methods that I am defending.

We sometimes waste too much sympathy on the murderer and
too little on his victim and the victim's widow and orphans.
We are cutraged over the arrest and conviction of the wealthy
bootlegger and show a reckless unconcern for the boy who has
been poisoned by drinking his dangerous wares. Just what
sympathy is a chronic day after day offender against laws that
are made for everybody to obey, entitled to have, and why
should some obey the laws and others flout and disobey them?

Bred to the law, having been a district attorney and a dis-
triet judge, I have great respect for law and for the opinions
of distinguished law writers and able judges.

I shall discuss somewhat in detail the subjects mentioned,
citing declarations and decisions from the highest courts, both
State and Federal.

THE DEFEXNSE OF ENTRAPMENT

In detecting certain classes of crimes which are commitfed in
secrecy, the use of funds for the purchase of evidence fre-
quently becomes an urgent necessity. When rightly empl. jed,
there is no objection to this method of obtaining evidence, and
it has been sustained by the eourts in many cases.

A distinetion is to be made between those cases where an
officer merely\furnlshes an opportunity to commit a crime and
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those, on the other hand, where he persuades, induces, and en-
tices a person to the performance of a criminal act; and,
even in the latter class of cases, if independent evidence showed
that the person in question had been engaged in a series of
gsimilar eriminal aets, the defense of entrapment would not be
sustained.

Every case is to be determined upon its own particular facts,
and the inquiry should be directed to whether or not the officer
persuaded the defendant to commit the crime or whether he
merely offered him the opportunity to commit it. A few cita-
tions from the authorities will serve to illustrate the difference
(16 Corpus Juris, sec, 57) :

A general rule is that it is no defense to the perpetrator of a crime
that the facilities for its commission were purposely placed in his way
or that the eriminal act was dome at the ** decoy solicitation™ of per-
sons secking to expose the eriminal or that detectives feigning com-
plicity in the act were present and apparently assisting In its commis-
sion. Especially is this true in that class of cases where the offense
is one of a kind habitually committed and the solicitation merely fur-
nished evidence of a course of conduct. Mere deception by the detective
will not shield defendant if the offense was committed by him free from
infinence or the instigation of the detective. (United States v. John
Reisenweber et al., T. 8. 8441, published in Treasury Decislons, vol. 43,
No. 8, February 22, 1923,)

It 18 no enticement to ask a physiclan to write an illegal presecrip-
tion, if you suspect that he might do it and you want to find out if he
does it, nor to ask a druggist to sell narcotics illicitly, because both of
them know better; and if they are going to obey the law, why they
won't do that in response to any form of petition or inducement; and it
is perfectly within the rights of investlgating officers to determine, by
means that have been here disclosed, whether a party, or parties, are
engaged in violation of the law and, if they are, to take steps accord-
ingly, so that I wish to disabuse your minds of all this confusion that
this, in itself, was such an unwarrantable offense on the part of the
Federal officers that It relieves this offense charged, if you find any
offense was committed, of its character as such offense. (Smith v.
United States, 284 Fed. 673 on 680.)

Some of the above cases appear to be based on the ground
that the erime committed is the only one committed by the de-
fendant and for that reason infer that the Government officers
caused the commission of the offense, but when considered with
the other cases it appears that the singleness of the offense is not
the real reason for acquittal, but that acquittal always reverts
to the proposition: Did the crime originate in the mind of and
was it conceived by the defendant? The result of the authori-
ties, when considered together, is that if the crime is conceived
by and originates in the mind of the defendant then the fact
of entrapment by a Government official is no defense.

ENTRAPMENT

The overwhelming weight of authority in both Federal and
State courts is to the effect that where an officer, detective, or
decoy engaged in the effort to supress crime purchases liquor
from a defendant, pays for it, and accepts delivery of the liguor,
that this does not constitute entrapment, which will operate as
a defense for the benefit of the accused. The cases further
hold that such a transaction constitutes a sale, that the pur-
chaser is not in such a transaction an accomplice, and that a
conviction may be sustained upon the uncorroborated testi-
mony of such a purchaser. The only exception to this rule is
where the conduct of the officer or detective may be said to go
beyond a mere attempt to detect crime and in effect become an
effort to instigate crime, as, for example, where some addi-
tional misrepresentation is employed beyond the mere con-
cealment of the purpose of the purchaser or where it clearly
appears that the accused was led to embark upon a criminal
career solely as a result of the methods employed by the prose-
cuting officers and his agents,

The following are decisions from the Federal and State
courts upon the subject, There are no decisions by the United
States Supreme Court involving the purchase of liguors under
such circumstances. Quite a number of decisions by the United
States Supreme Court passed upon the somewhat analogous
question of the use of decoy letters in detecting violators of
the postal laws, These decisions of the United States Supreme
Court are listed first, followed by the decisions of the inferior
Federal courts bearing upon the subject of the purchase of
intoxicating liquors under such circumstances, and by the de-
ds;;’ons of the courts of last resort in the States upon the same
subjeet. y

URITED STATES BUPHEME COURT DECISIONS

The case of Grimm o». United States (156 U. S. 604, 15 §.
Ct. 470, 39 (L. Ed.), 550) involved a prosecution under section

3803 of the Revised Statutes for sending throngh the mail
letters conveying information where obscene matter could be
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obtained. The evidence upon the prosecution was obtained by
means of a letter written by a post-office inspeetor under an
assumed name, to which the defendant replied.

The defense was made that this constituted entrapment, and
for this reason conviction could not be sustained. Mr. Justice
Brewer, speakiug for the Supreme Court, said:

It does not appear that it was the purpose of the post-oifice in-
gpector to induce or solicit the commission of a crime, but it was to
fscertain whether the defendant was engaged In an unlawful business,
The mere facts that the letters were written under an assumed name
and that he was a Government official—a detective he may be called—
do not of themselves constitute a defense to the ¢rime actually com-
mitted. The officlal, suspecting that the defendant was engaged in a
business offensive to good morals, sought information directly from
him, and the defendant, responding thereto, violated a law of the
United States by using the mails to convey such information, and he
can not plead in defense that he would not have violated the law if
inquiry had not been made of him by such Government official. The
authorities in support of this proposition are many and well considered.

Andrew v. United States, 162 U. 8. 420, 16 8. Ct. 798, 40 (L. Ed.),
1023. (Comviction for sending obscene matter through the mall ob-
tained by decoy letter sent by a Government detective,)

Goode v. United States, 159 U. 8, 663, 40 (L. BEd.), 297. (Convic-
tion for embezzlement and larceny from mail sustained upon evidence
obtained by decoy letter sent by Government detective to fictitious
address.)

Rosen v. United States, 161 TU. 8. 29, 40 (L. Ed.), 606, (Conviction
sustained for sending obscene paper through mail where evidence ob-
tained by decoy letter.)

Price v. United States, 165 U. 8. 811, 41 (L. Ed.), 727. (Convietion
for sending obscene matter through mail, although evidence obtained
by decoy letter.)

DEcCis1oNs IN FEDERAL Coumrs IN LiQUuor CASES UPON QUESTION OF
ENTRAPMENT

CASES HOLDING FACTS DO NOT CONSTITUTE ENTRAPMENT

Ritter ». U. 8. (e. c. a. 9th), 203 F, 187. (Instruction on entrap- .
ment held to correctly state law.)

U. 8. v. Relsenweber (c. c¢. a. 2d), 288 F., 520, held. (The fact that
Government officer furnished defendant with opportunity to eommit
offense by purchasing liquor in thelr restaurant did not show entrap-
ment which would bar the entry of a decree abating the nuisance under
the national prohibition act.)

Zucker v. U. B. (c. c. a. 3d), 288 F. 12, (One of a number of con-
spirators to violate the national prohibition act mnot entitled to ace
quittal on the ground of entrapment, becanse when approached by
Government agents for the purchase of liguor he told them he did not
handle it, but willingly put them in connection with others who did
and with whom the purchase was negotiated.)

Billingsley v. U. B. (¢. ¢. a. 6th), 274 F. 86. (Prosecution for trans-
portation in violation Reed amendment, instruction held correctly
stated law of entrapment, facts held not to constitute entrapment.)

Farley v. U. 8. (c. ¢ a. 9th), 269 F. 721. (Where they purposed
ascertaining whether defendant was dispensing liguor in violation of
the national prohibition act officer called for cough syrup, which was
understood to mean whisky and was served with drinks, held not to
constitute entrapment.)

Ramsey v. U. B. (c. e. a. 6th), 268 F. 825. (Fact that witness who
purchased liquor was o decoy no defemse to prosecution under war-
time prohibition aet.)

Baucedo v. U. 8. (c. ¢. a. 5th), 268 F. 830. (Fact that sale of liguor
charged indictment vnder war prohibition act was a Government agent
held not to relieve defendant from liability to prosecution.)

Fetters v. U. 8. (c. ¢. a, Oth), 260 F. 192, certiorarl denied, 64
(L. Ed.). (That a seaman in uniform encouraged and incited de-
fendant to sell him liguor for purpose of obtaining evidence held no
defense where act was done because of prior complaints of violation of
law by defendant.)

U. 8 v. Amo (D. C. W. D, Wis.), 261 F. 106. (Conviction for selling
liquor to Indian not invalidated becanse Government agents having
reports of illegal sales sent two full-blooded Indians to defendant’s
saloon, where on merely asking for whisky they were sold several
drinks.)

Goldstein v, U. B. (c. ¢. a. Tth), 256 F. 813. (Fuact that soldiers
who purchased liquor were merely police who made the purchase to
procure evidence no defense where no deception was practiced, although
soldiers represented they wanted liquor for sickness.)

LIQUOR CASES HOLDING FACTS TO CONSTITUTE ENTRAPMENT

U. 8. v. Certaln Intoxicating Liguors, D, C. N. H. 290 F, 824,
(Where Federal prohibition agent crossed line to Quebec and induced
claimant’s son to sell liguors on the American side held entrapment.)

I'eterson v, United Btates (c. ¢. a. 9th), 255 F. 433. (In prosecu-
tlon for sale of liguor soldier where defense was that officers induced
defendant to commit the offense, refusal to give instruction on law of
entrapment error.)
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Yoves p. United States (e. e. a. Tth), 249 F. 191, (In prosecution
for sale of liguor to Indian where Government witness led defendant
to believe that he was not an Indlan but a Mexican, held entrapment.)

United States v. Echolg, D. C. 8 D. Texzas, 253 F. 862, (Facts beld
entrapment.)

Srate DecisioNs INVOLVING ENTRAPMENT IX LiQuoR CASES
ALABAMA

Borck v. State, 30 8. 580, (That lignor was purchased on Sunday
for purpose of prosecuting scller no defense.)

Swaope v, State, 68 B. 562. (Accused guilty of violating liquor Iaw
thongh sale was indueed by officer.)

Strother . State, 72 8. 5686. (Instruction that no jury believed
officer sought to entrap defendant properly refused.)

ARIZONA

Duil ¢, State, 171 P, 133. (That sale of liquor was to detective held
no defense.)
AREANSAS

Whittington v. State, 254 8. W. 532, (Fact that purclhiase was made
for purpose of prosecuting immaterial where seller exercised his own
volition.)

CALIFORNIA

People v. Tomasovich, 206 P. 118. (Where officers were informed
accnsed was violating and purchased whisky to be delivered there was
no improper inducement.)

People v. Heusers., (When induced to make unlawful sale of liquor
to a deteetive upon the latter's mere request and payment of price was
not entrapped.)

People ¢. Amort, 212 P. 50,
entrapment.)

People v, Barkdoll, 171 P. 440.
detective no defense.)

(Sale of liquor to officer held no
(That sale of liguor was to a

COLORADO

Simmons v. People, 199 P, 416. (Purchase by prosecuting witness

of lignor with momney furnished by the sheriff held no entrapment
. go as to render such witness incompetent,)

Plue v. People, 193 P. 496. (Where defendant asked to procure
lignor for friends who turned out to be police held no entrapment.)

People v, Chipman, 71 P. 1108. (Act of town attorney in employing
detective who gave witness money to purchase liguor beld no defense
to selier.)

Wilcox v. People, 67 P. 343. (The sale of liquors in violation of a
town ordinance to one who purchased liguor at instigation of the town
does mot authorize a convictlon under the ordinance.)

ILLINOIS

City of Evanston ». Myers, 50 N. E. 204. (That money was fur-
nished by city to a person to detect violations of law no defense to
acensed.)

IOWA

State p. See, 158 N. W. 687. (The'fact that a State agent asked for,
received, and paid for a pint of liguor held no entrapment.)
EANSAS
State v, Spiker, 129 P. 195, (That purchase of liguor was by persons
geeking to ascertain if the seller was engaged in unlawful trafic no
defense.)
KENTUCKY
Cooke v. Commonwealth, 250 8, W. 802. (Officers who purchased
liguor held not to have induced erime but to deteet erime do not partiel-
pate in the offense o as to prevent a convietion upon their testimony.)
MASSACHUSETTS
Commonwealth v, Downing, 4 Gray 29. (When purchasing liquor
with a view to prosecuting vendor, purchaser does not become his ac-
complice, {s not baurred from testifying, and his testimony may be suffi-
eient to conviet.)
MICHIGAN .
People v. MeIntyre, 188 N. W. 407. (Act of officer In gaining confl-
dence of accused and satisfying him it will be all right to sell him
whisky did not constitute nnlawful inducement.)
People v. England, 192 N. W. 612. (That sale of liguor was to a
decoy no defense,)
People v, Christiansen, 190 N, W. 236.
defense.)
People ¢. Murn, 180 N. W. 666. (Where defendant denied sale can
not defend on ground of entrapment.)
People v. Everts, T0 N. W. 430.
People v. Rush, T1 N. W. 863.
MISSOURL
State v, Feldman, 129 8. W. 898, (Thbat defendant was enticed into
selling liguor to minors by persons furnished money by citizens held no
defense.)
Btate v, Richa, 180 8. W, 2.
beld no defense.)

(Bale of liguor to officer no

(That purchase of liquor was by sheriff
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State ¢. Quinn, 67 8. W. 974; afirmed 70 8. W. 1117. (The fact
that prosecuting witnesses were furnished money by citizens for the pur-
pose of buying whisky and prosecuoting seller no defense.)

State v. Lucas, 67 8. W. 971,

NEW JERSEY

State v. Contarion, 182 At. 872, (Where officers who testified to sale
engaged im no conspiracy to entrap defendant evidence competent—
welght for the jury.) :

NORTH CAROLINA

Btate ¢. Smith, 67 8. E. 608, 30 L. R. A. (n. 8) 946.
was to an officer no defense.)

State v, Hopkins, 70 8, E. 304. (That sale of liguor was to a decoy
employed by police officer no defense.)

OELAHOMA

Stack v¢. State, 1290 P. 126. (That sale of liguor wns to informer
at the instance of sheriff no defense.)

Moss v. State, 111 P, 950, (That purchase of ligunor was made at in-
stance of prosecuting attorney no defense.)

OREGON

State v, Deeson, 211 P. 907. (Mere inquiry by officer of where he
could purchase liguor no entrapment.)
THXAS
Bird v. State, 2506 8. W. 277. (In prosecution for sale it was imma-
terial that Siate witness was sent by sheriff to defendant’s home on
occasion of alleged sale.)
Smith v, State, 135 8. W. 154. (The employment of detectives to
induce violation of the loeal option law is to be deplored.)
Scott v. State, 153 8. W. 871. (An officer is not justified in indue-
ing others to commnit crime In order to obtain evidence against them.)
UTAH

Salt Lake City v. Robinson, 125 P. 657. (That sale of liquor was
procured by officers no defense for selling liquor without license.)
VIRGINTA
Baver ». Commonwealth, 115 8. E. 514. (Initiative on the part of
one violating the liguor laws not being element of the erime, it Is no
defense that accused was induced to violate such laws for the sole pur-
pose of prosecuting him.)

FEDERAL DECISIONS IN NARCOTIC CABES INVOLVING ENTRAPMENT

The following cases hold facts not to constitute entrapment : Nutter v.
U. 8. (e c. a. 4th), 280 F. 484 ; Aultman v. U, B. (e. c. a. Gth), 289
F. 251; United States v. Papageda (D, C. Conn.), 288 F. 214 ; Smith v,
U. 8. (¢. c. a. 8th), 284 F. 873 ; Lucadmo v. U. B. (c. ¢, a. 2d), 280 F,
653 ; Rothman'v. U. 8. (c. c. 8. 2d), 270 F. 31 ; Finkin v. U. 8. (c. c. o
Oth), 265 F. 1; Fisk v. U. 8. (c. e. a. 6th), 279 F, 12,

In the following narcotie cases facts hold to constitute entrapment:
Yick v. U. 8. (¢. ¢. a. —), 240 F. 60; Bufts v, U. B. (e. ¢. a. Bth), 273
F. 35.

(That sala

BRIBERY

Martin v. U, 8. (c. ¢, 8. 2d), 278 F. 013.
U. 8. v. Lynch (D. C. N. X), 266 F. 983.

COUNTERFEITING
Luterman v. United States (c. c. a. 3d), 281 F. 374,
PURE FOOD LAW

United States v. Eman Manufacturing Co. (D. C. Col.), 271 F. 353.
(Held entrapment.)

(No entrapment.)
(No entrapment.)

(No entrapment,)

ESPIONAGE

Partan r. United States, 261 F. 515. (No entrapment. Bee also
under a collection of cases in 30 L. R, A, (n. s.) 946; 25 L. R, A,
(n, 5.) 449; 25 R, L, A, 341; 25 L. R, A. 349,)

I have recently heard much for and against poison liquor. It
is all poison. The surest way to avoid blindness or death from
poison liquor is to refuse to buy or to drink the stufl. As
against poison liguor I recommend H.0, nature’s wholesome,
palatable, life-giving beverage—pure water. It is superior to
the white mule of the moonshiner or the 40-rod stuff sold at §10
a quart by the furtive-eyed poison purveyor from the slnms,

You can easily find the liquor which God brews for us. You
can procure it without money and without price. * Yom will not
find it in the simmering still, over smoky fires choked with poi-
sonous gases, and surrounded with the sftench of sickening
odors, You will find 4t in the green glade, the grassy dell,
where the red deer used to wander, where the child loves to
play; there God brews it. And down, low down in the deepest
valleys, where fountains murmur and the rills sing; and high
up on the tall mountain tops, where the naked granite glitters
like gold in the sun, where the storm clouds brood and the
thunders crash; and away far out on the wide wild sea, where
the hurricane brawls music and the big waves roar—the chorus
sweeping the march of God—there he brews it, that beverage of
life, health-giving water. And everywhere it is a thing of
beauty, gleaming in the dewdrop, singing in the summer rain,
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shining in the ice gem, till the leaves seem turned to living
jewels, spreading a golden veil over the setting sun or a white
gauze around the midnight moon; sporting in the cataract,
sleeping in the glacier, dancing in the hail shower, folding its
bright snow curtains softly about the wintry world, and weav-
ing the many-colored iris, that seraph's zone of the sky whose
warp is the raindrop of earth and whose woof is the sunbeam
of heaven.” [Applause.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 min-
utes to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum].

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks. Is there objee-
tion ?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I object, in conformity
with the policy I announced the other day. I shall not object
if the gentleman makes his request after he maked his speech,
but I do intend to make objection to all Members asking this
unanimous consent in advance of making their speeches. I
think it is a wrong policy and one which has grown up in the
last year or so.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland objects.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I have asked for this time to address you upon a sub-
ject that I am sure has claimed the interest not only of both
branches of Congress and the public press but of every thought-
ful American citizen who is interested, not only in the position
which America has assumed as an exponent and advocate of
universal peace among nations but likewise in the continued
security of American institutions.

On January 7 the House passed the eurrent appropriation bill
for the maintenance of our Navy, and an unsuccessful effort
was made to incorporate in that bill an appropriation to begin
work on three battle cruisers previously authorized by the Con-
gress, December 18, 1924, the Congress authorized the building
of eight scout cruisers, which were then considered necessary for
the adequate and efficient operation of our naval forces. This
authorization by Congress was based upon the deliberate judg-
ment of experts, who advised that the Navy was badly in need
of additional tonnage in this type of vessel. Appropriations
have heretofore been made under which considerable work has
been done upon two of these cruisers. Three other cruisers
have had partial appropriations, and work will likely be begun
in six months upon the building of these three ships. Three of
the cruisers authorized in the act of December 18, 1924, have
not been appropriated for, and it was for the purpose of begin-
ning work upon these three cruisers that the effort was made
to incorporate such an appropriation in the current naval bill
After a spirited discussion in the House, by a vote of 183 to 161
the House refused to make this appropriation. I voted for the
appropriation. The bill then went to the United States Senate,
and the Committee on Appropriations in its report to the Senate
on January 17, 1927, incorporated an item of $1,200,000 to start
the building of the last three cruisers authorized by the act of
December 18, 1924, Therefore, the House will be shortly called
upon to reconsider its action heretofore taken, and it is in the
interest of concurring in this action of the United States Senate
that I desire to make a few observations upon this subject,

The present condition and strength of our naval defense and
its relation to other navies was elaborately discussed when this
hill was before the House. A reference to the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp from January 4 to January 7, inclusive, will disclose
much useful and enlightening information upon this subject,
and I would also like to refer to the splendid and timely address
of the distinguished Senator from Maine [Mr. HarLg], chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations, made in the United States
Senate on January 21, and found in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
of that date. Many figures, estimates, tables, charts, compari-
sons, and so forth, may be found in the REcorp of these days
and it is not necessary here to repeat them, and I refer to that
fact merely for the purpose of incorporating into my remarks
this information for future reference.

THE ISSUH

The issue presenting itself to the Congress has been narrowed
considerably, It may be fairly asserted that certain proposi-
tions have been agreed upon and recognized.

First. That the American Navy is at present below its rela-
tive strength as agreed upon in the Washington conference of
1921-22, which adopted the 5-5-3 ratio, and which was incor-
porated in the treaty between Great Britain, America, Japan,
France, and Italy.

Second. That it is desirable that America should maintain at
all times an “adequate Navy."”

Third. That America has taken a position before the world
as an advoeate of nuniversal peace, and that therefore she should
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not under any circumstances adopt any course or embark on
any program inconsistent with that attitude.

Therefore, the issue presented to the Congress is a simple
one, namely, What.is an adequate Navy for the United States,
considering her own national security and her desire to continue
as an advocate of universal disarmament?

AGAINST WAR

May I at the outset define my own position as regards mili-
tary preparedness for America? I am not a militarist. I
would not knowingly lend my effort or my vote to any program
that might cause America to stand before the world as an
exponent of militarism in any sense of the word. I abhor war,
It is useless, extravagant, and its path down through the cen-
turies has been marked by untold economic loss, physical and
mental pain and suffering, and moral and spiritual degenera-
. tion. Nor am I of that body of our citizenship who feel that
there is any reason whatever now to anticipate that America
will be involved to any congiderable extent in any war. Even
in the present day of unrest in the world’s affairs there is no
present reason to suppose that America is threatened or
menaced by any foreign power. Yet I am unwilling that we
should deliberately and unreasonably weaken our national
defense on the seas, on the land, or in the air. [Applause.]

I believe that America has a great mission to perform among
the nations of the earth in lending her great financial and
economic resources and her political power and prestige in be-
half of universal peace and the amicable adjustment of mis-
understandings between nations. Yet I can not subscribe to
that strange and new philosophy which seems to hold that
America should not in an orderly, conservative manner supply
her admitted defense needs, lest, forsooth, some nation shall
accuse us of a change or heart and charge us with embarking
upon & program of competition in naval armament,

DO WE NEED A NAVY?

But while there is no reason at the moment to fear any
involvement for our Nation, yet I realize that we are living in
an age when a great world conflagration can be ignited almost
overnight. A few years before the World War it is hardly prob-
able that any patriot in America could have prophesied coming
events, and, before we hardly realized what was happening,
America was forced into a position where she had to draw
upon the man power and resources of our Nation to the utmost
to maintain our rights on the high seas and vindicate our na-
tional traditions. I am reminded at this moment of the very
timely and pertinent remarks of Monsieur Briand in his address
at the Washington peace conference:

“ When we say we contemplate a reduction of naval armaments, when
we discuss it with ourselves, heart to heart, we could have nothing
in our minds, we were speaking between friends, there is no threat of
war; if there is any menace to peace, it is so far distant that youm
can bhardly conceive it, and yet you have not assumed the right of
ignoring this danger altogether—yon intend to keep your navies to the
extent necessary to defend your liberty and insure your life.

Well, if you do that, gentlemen, on the sea, what shall we do when
the danger is there at our doors and hanging over our heads?

If there was any statesman—and as one I may say I have always
been in favor of peace; I have assumed power for the sake of peace
in very difficult conditions where my country was feeling natural im-
patience at the state of things; I formally attached myself to the
cause of peace; I fastened my heart on that noble task, and I may say
that if ever peace is to be disturbed in the world, I shall not be the
one to disturb it. But, gentlemen, precisely because I have urged every-
body on the road to peace, because I have done everything in my power
to obtain peace, I feel all the more the great weight of the responsibility
which I have assumed, and if to-morrow, becnuge I ghall have been too
optimistic, T saw my country again attacked, trampled under foot,
bleeding becanse I had weakened her, gentlemen, I should be a most
despicable traitor.

But let it be not supposed that the only need for naval
strength is that we may be in a position to wage aggressive
warfare. True it is that the—

ruling passions in the annals of time of great nations abroad has been
the conquest and subjugation, aequisition and annexation, destruction
of the weak and helpless—always added power and prestige by might
alone.

The American story is quite different. By tradition we are
a peaceful people. We have never waged war for conquest.
When our battle flag has unfurled it has always been in the
defense of America and her rights. Generosity and friendli-
ness has always marked our treatment with other nations,
friends and foes alike. America now has no hostility for any
nation. There is no territory we desire to acquire, no peoples
we desire to conquer. We desire peace and a right to be let
alone to enjoy continued progress and prosperity. [Applause.]
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America must maintain an “adequate navy" to protect the
lives and properiy of her citizens who are lawfully in foreign
lands, and to carry out our duty under the Monroe doctrine to
afford protection to other mationals who may be in territory
over which we have promised such protection. With a war
cloud hanging in the horizon to the south of us, and the in-
creasingly complex situation developing in the Far Fast, this
need alone shonld caunse us to inventory our naval strength
with the greafest eare and concern.

America must be prepared to proteet her rights upon the high
geas. With our increasing capacity for production in almost
every line of economic endeavor, our immense surpluses to be
disposed of in foreign markets, we are rapidly becoming the
great outstanding competitor of all the nations in the matter
of the commodities necessary for industry and food and eloth-
ing. We must be prepared at all times to insure our right
to uninterrupted commerce upon the high seas. And then there
are many commodities America must have from abroad, and the
lanes of commerce must be kept open that we may be able to
buy in foreign markets.

Theodore Roosevelt, early in his marvelous career, realized the
great need of a Navy to profect the economic and commercial
interests of our Government. His first literary work, “ The
Naval War of 1812,” written soon after he graduated from
Harvard, contained this observation:

Had America possessed (in 1812) a fleet of 20 ships of the line,
her sailors could have plied thelr trade unmolested, and the three
years of war, with its loss in blood and money, would have been
avoided., From the merely monetary standpoint such a navy would
have been the cheapest kind of insurance, and morally its advantages
wonld have been inealculable, for every American worth the name would
have lifted his head higher because of its existence,

Let us therefore profit by the experience.
THE WASHINGTON CONFERENCE

It might be worth while at this point to briefly recall what hap-
pened at the Washington conference for the limitation of naval
armaments, which convened in the City of Washington at the
request of President Harding in 1921-22. The distinguished
President of the United States, prompted unquestionably by the
very highest motives of patriotism and humanity, invited the
Governments of the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan
to participate in a conference on the subject of a limitation
of naval armaments. It is not my purpose to undertake to
appraise the sum total results of that effort, or to place any
eriticism upon the distinguished gentlemen who represented
Ameriea in that eonference. That it was a step in the right
direction none will deny; that it accomplished much good all
will admit; but as evidence of our desire to promote universal
peace and good will among the nations, and to end the mad rush
for naval and military supremacy among the nations, America
offered, and made a sacrifice of her Navy which was the most—

magnificent gesture in the interest of peace ever recorded in the anndls
of civilization.
AMERICA’S BACRIFICE

America in 1922 was engaged in a naval program which,
by the year 1925, would have given her the greatest Navy
of any nation on earth. No power, Great Britain included,
could have approximated the naval strength of America when
she had completed her program. We had in the process of
building, seven battleships, and six battle cruisers, for which
we had appropriated over $350,000,000, and they were from
35 to 45 per cent completed. Great Britain had a small naval
program. Japan had just completed two ships and had plans
drawn for others.

In the interest, however, of world peace, the Washington
conference, after much consideration, adopted the 5-5-3 ratio
of naval strength for Great Britain, America, and Japan, and
as a result of that America was called upon to make a stupen-
dous sacrifice of our naval strength. The total tonnage that
America scrapped as a result of the treaty was 842380. The
total tonnage scrapped by Great Britain was 447,750. The
tonnage scrapped by Japan was 354,709. Be it noted here that
America scrapped nearly twice as much tonnage as Great
Britain. The line ships scrapped by America were 19, Of
these, only two were obsolete vessels. Great Britain scrapped
22 vessels, and of these 18 were obsolete. Japan scrapped 12
vessels, and none were classed as obsolete. And that was not
all. America was called upon to scrap 13 vessels which were
either new or in the course of construction, and upon which, as
stated, many millions of dollars had been expended. Great
Britain scrapped no new vessels, Japan 4. France and Italy
had no vessels in the course of construction and agreed to serap
none. Therefore it may be seen from these figures what a
tremendous sacrifice the American Government made in the
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interest of this cause. The provisions of the 5-5-3 ratio did
not apply to auxiliary craft, and therefore did not apply to
battleships of the light-cruiser type, but only to eapital ships.
Therefore, since the adoption of the Washington treaty, Great
Britain has continued to build battle eruisers and so has Japan.
America has authorized 8 cruisers and has only commenced
work on 5 of them. The total of all modern light cruisers built,
building, or appropriated for is, Great Britain 54, Japan 25,
and America 16, While it is true that the provisions of the
5-5-3 ratio did not in letter apply to the cruiser type of vessel,
yet it may be readily seen that the present relative strength
of America in this important branch of naval strength is far
from the ratio agreed upon in the Washington conference. In
all types of naval vessels laid down since the Washington con-
ference the United States has laid down 18 vessels, of which
6 are river gunboats used for police purposes. Similar vessels

have been laid down by the other powers, but disregarding

these small Boats which have no fleet value, the fizures are as
follows: The United States has laid down 10 vessels, Great
Britain 33, Japan 112, France 87, Italy 46; therefore it would
seem to be idiotic to say that when America proposes to com-
mence the construction of three light cruisers to complete
her program provided for in 1924 we are thereby making a
gesture that might be considered by some power as embarking
upon a policy of competition in naval armaments. The Secre-
tary of the Navy has said that it would take 22 light cruisers
to put America on a parity with Great Britain, as provided for
in the Washington conference,
WHAT IS AN “ADEQUATE NAVY ” FOR AMERICA?

Under some circnmstances this gquestion might be the subject
of debate and conflicting opinions. The extreme pacifist might
think that little or no navy was adequate. The militarist might
require embarking upon a superbuilding program that would
give America such a naval force upon the high seas that it
would strike terror to the hearts of all the nations of the earth:
but, fortunately, we are not left to speculation or debate or
conflicting opinions. There has been a definite and a solemn
adjudication by the Congress of the United States upon this
subject. When the treaty resulting from the Washington con-
ference was ratified by the Congress, then and there America
went upon record before the nations of the earth as declaring
that it was necessary for the protection of our eitizens and
their property and the protection of our rights upon the high
seas and our commerce to have a navy equal in strength to that
of Great Britain and a navy based on the ratio of 6 and 3
with Japan; and while America ought not to violate in letter
or spirit her solemn treaty, yet, as one humble Member of the
legislative branch of the Government, upon which is placed
the duty by the Constitution of providing for the national
defense, T am unwilling that the naval strength of America
should at any time fall below that ratio uutil and at such a time
as it may be clearly demonstrated that the other nations in-
volved are willing to join hands with us in a still further
reduction of naval armaments,

When America ratified the treaty for the limitation of naval
armaments, she then and there defined what she considered an
“adequate” navy for America. By agreeing to scrap certain
of her ships, and thus abandon her program for a supernavy,
she gave up that part of her Navy in excess of her needs for
defense; but by providing the 5-5-3 ratio of strength she
claimed the right and announced the principle that her naval
strength should be equal to Great Britain. Not only did
America define what should constitute an * adequate " navy but
by becoming parties to the treaty Great Britain, France, Italy,
and Japan likewise agreed that such a navy was necessary for
America.

Even with the building of these three cruisers America will be
pathetically behind and below the ratio provided by the Wash-
ington conference. I am unable to understand the reasoning
of the legislative or Executive mind that concludes that because
America in a belated way proceeds upon a conservative pro-
gram for her Navy, under the terms of which she is still far
below the strength to which she is entitled under the letter and
spirit of her ftreaty, that she has thereby and therein com-
mitted any act or gesture which might be inconsistent with her
desire to reduce and limit naval armaments, Not only that,
but let it be remembered that the very act of December 18,
1924, authorizing the cruisers, provides that—

In the event of an international conference for the limitation of naval
armaments the President is empowered to suspend in whole or in part
any of this building program.

NO BIGNS OF WAR
I do not think it is conceivable that conditions .could ever

arise whereby there could be any serious misunderstanding be-
tween Great Britain and America, and certainly there is no
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¢loud upon the horizon at the present moment. On the contrary,
there are many reasons why these two great English-speaking
countries should continne down through the cenfuries upon
terms of amity, friendship, and understanding. Yet I am not
ready to admit that there is any reason why Great Britain
should have a naval force so greatly superior to that of the
American Government. Great Britain has always been jealous
of her title as * mistress of the seas.” It may be well to recall
that when Mr, Wilson was in Paris in 1919 in the great peace
meeting, what was tantamount virtnally to an ultimatum was
laid down to the American Nation by Great Britain. Mr. Lloyd-
George ook oceasion to make it known in no uncertain way to
President Wilson and his Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Daniels,
that Great Britain would not consent to any other nation having
the snpremacy of the seas, “ Britain must control the sea ” was
the dictum, In a recent interview given to some of the leading
American papers, Mr, Josephus Daniels made this remarkable
statement about the attitude of Great Britain in Paris in 1919:

Mr. Lloyd-George can not support the League of Nations unless the
United States will agree to cease the construction of its big naval pro-
gram. Great Britain can not consent to any other nation baving the
supremacy of the seas, H

That was the surprising statement, delivered In the quiet tones of
an ultimatum, conveyed to me as Secretary of the Navy of the United
States, in Paris on Monday, March 31, 1919, by Walter Long, first lord
of the British admiralty. It came as the conclusion of a discussion
that precipitated the naval battle of Paris between British and Ameri-
can naval officers and -officlals, * * *

The WasHington conference, halled as a notable achievement for
America, was in fact a sweeping victory for the British demand made
first in Paris that the big 16-inch gun ships ordered by Congress should
not be completed. Never for a moment from the time the United States
entered the World War did the British fail to keep in mind their fixed
resolve that these ships which would enable American capital ships to
outrange British capital ships should never be commissioned.

OUR DUTY TO AMERICA

And while, as I have stated, there is mo present reason to
suspect that America will be called upon for the use of our
naval forces to any considerable extent in the near future, yet
Congress as the legislative branch of the Government can not
justify itself in the eyes of the American people should it fail
to make adequate and proper provisions for our defense. To
my mind the distingnished Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives struck the keynote of the whole matter when this bill was
before the House for consideration. Speaker LoNeworTH, who
was on the floor of the House, made this timely observation:

I think the gentleman wlill agree with me that while under the treaty
we owe an obligation to the nations participating in the treaty not to
exceed the ratio provided, we owe an equally great obligation to the
American people to see that we do not go below the ratio.

[Applause.]

Volumes could be written and hours could be consumed in
debate, and yet our duty could not be more clearly stated. We
owe a duty to the American people and we should courageously
perform that duty. The gentlemen who have opposed the ap-
propriation for these eruisers in the House and in the Senate
have based their opposition usually upon one of two grounds:
First, that America has taken a position as an advocate of a
limitation of naval armament, and that she should make no
gesture that might be constrned by other nations as a revival
of competition in armaments; or, second, that we should delay
the matter because the President hopes to have another disarm-
ament conference,

In my judgment, partly for reasons that I have tried to point
out, it is unthinkable that the mere fact that we appropriated
for three cruisers, heretofore authorized, as a part of an orderly,
conservative, defense program, would be noticed by the other
nations and construed as an intention to embark npon any con-
giderable program of naval armament.

AMERICA’S STANDING
Will Rogers says:

There is only one way that America conld make Furopean nations
hate her more, and that would be to help them win another war.

The universal ill-feeling toward America in Europe iz an
open secret. It is attested by travelers who have been there,
It is given expression in the public press and in the forum.
In England we are called “ Shylocks,” in France, * Swine,” and
in Belgium, “Traitors.” It has been said that America is with-
out a real friend among the nations, There are many reasons
that may account for this feeling. In the first place, they are
envious of our economic and material progress; they are jealous
of our financial supremacy; they bitterly resent the fact that
America claims to have played so important a part in the win-
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ning of the World War;.and they are sensitive because we
emerged from that great conflict almost without a scar. We did
not pay enough for the glory we claim. These are very human
elements that enter into the consideration, but nevertheless
they are elements that we may well bear in mind. At least,
there is not such cordiality and brotherly love being manifested
toward America at the moment as leads me to feel that the
time is opportune for demobilization, and the patriot who delib-
erately shuts his eyes to these conditions, pregnant as they are
with possibilities, is living in a “ Fool’s paradise,” and destined
some day to be rudely awakened by the bugle call of “ Boots and
saddles,” or the shock of bursting shell.

THE DREAM OF PEACE

The dream of universal peace is, indeed, comforting, Since
the beginning of time man has dreamed of that day when love
and brotherhood would be the universal law. The poet has
sung of that day:

When all erime shall cease,

And ancient fraud shall fafl,

Returning justice 1ift aloft her scale,

Peace o'er the earth her olive wand extend,

And white-robed innocence from heaven descend.

It is a beautiful dream. Its realization will usher in a new
day for ecivilization. Toward that day all of us do devoutly
look, but to those of us who may refuse to close our eyes to the
stern facts that surround us we must know that as yet it is
but a dream; that its realization lies beyond the horizon of the
present generation. Since the beginning of time every step in
human progress has been made only after a struggle against
those forces that opposed it. The foundation of government by
law was for the purpose of compelling man to live in justice
and in peace with his neighbors and society, and I venture to
suggest that as long as nations are composed of men and as
long as the hearts of men are moved and influenced by impulses
of envy, greed, and covetousness, then just so long will men
and nations be compelled to be ready and willing not only to
defend their right to peace and progress but to defend and
enforce those rights by arms if necessary.

NATIONAL FPREPAREDNESS

This is not a new thought. It is as old as time and has
many times been eloquently expressed from the lips of great
men. In one of his messages to the Congress on the need of
military preparedness the first President of the United States,
George Washington, made this eloquent observation :

Among the many interedting objects which will engage your attention
that of providing for the common defense will merit particular regard.
To be prepared for war is the most effectual means of preserving peace,

And upon another occasion Alexander Hamilton enunciated
this principle of national efficiency: ’

We ought to be in a respectable military posture, because war may
come upon us, whether we choose It or not, and because to be in a con-
dition to defend ourselves and annoy any who may attack us will be
the best method of securing our peace.

Pages might be consumed in quoting from great Americans
who have voiced these sentiments, Theodore Roosevelt has been
called the father of the American Navy. Herewith is a charac-
teristic sentiment by this great American:

A GREAT NATION SHOULD NOT BLUFF
(Address at Williams College, Williamstown, Mass., June 22, 1905)

I demand that the Nation do its duty and accept the responsibility
that must go with greatness.

I ask that the Nation dare to be great, and that in daring to be great
it show that it knows how to do justice to the weak no less than to ex-
act justice from the strong.

In order to take such a position of being a great Nation, the one thing
that we must not do Is to bluff.

The unpardonable thing is to say that we will act as a big Nation
and then decline to take the necessary steps to make the words good.

Keep on building and maintaining at the highest point of efficiency
the United States Navy or quit trying to be a big Nation. Do one or
the other,

The present distinguished Chief Bxecutive, at least upon one
oceasion, recognized the force of this truth. Some months ago
each Member of the Congress received an attractive Iittle
volume entitled “ World Chancelleries,” edited by Mr. Edward
Price Bell, and dedicated to the memory of Vietor Vernon Law-
son. The introduction to that very attractive little volume was
written in November, 1925, by President Coolidge, and in the
course of his introduction he made the following observations,
which I find it quite hard to reconcile with his present attitude
on this appropriation.
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Humanity, with reference to the dangey of war, Is to-day in & posl-
tion different from that which it occupied yesterday., Wars once sprang
from varled ecauses—blological, racial, dynastic, political, commercial,
personal. Wars were sought. Wars were planned. Wars were a4 part
of the accepted rationale of organized human life.

Those days, we venture to think, are past. But if they are, it does
not follow that the danger of war is past. War may be, and doubtless
is, less probable than it was. Its real nature, its horror, and nnmitl-
gated calamity, are more poignantly and widely realized than they were.
Yet so imperfectly do races and nations understand one another, so per-
plexing nre many of their multiplying relationships, so restless are cer-
tain forces of evil, so insecure are the psychological bases of peace that
humanity trnly may be sald to live constantly in the shadow of the
possibility of war.

Not In war deliberate, but in war accidental, seems to lie the prin-
cipal present peril. We have a world psychology more inflammable,
more explosive than it ought to be. There is tinder about. There are
powder mines. Any fiving spark is dangerous. Our War with Spain,
as we all remember, was precipitated by the sinking of the Maine; and
the Great War, whatever may have been its antecedents of history and
of rivalry, rushed upon the world out of the Sarajevo assassination. We
need fortification against accidents. We need an international orind
more stably balanced against sudden shocks.

But it may be fair to say that the above quotation was written
by President Coolidge, ihe philosopher, and that his present atti-
tude is that of President Covolidge, the economist.

THE MOUNTAIN LABORED AND BREOUGHT FORTH A MOUSE

But why all of this agitation about preparedness and the
relative strength of navies? Why all of this useless discussion
of the necessary and reguired strength of the American Navy?
Why waste all this time on disarmament conferences, and s=o
forth? Behold, the problem is solved! The answer has been
given. The formula for national security has been laid down
by the “ Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy.”

The President, in addressing the executive officers of the
Government on January 29, 1927, departed from custom in dis-
cussing the financial and economic condition of the Government
long enough to make a memorable pronouncement upon the
subjeet of preparedness.

1 am for military preparedness—

- Says the President.

It is a question to which T always give the most serious thought in my
recommendations in my Budget message.

As Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy the Chief

Executive of this Nation has an emphatic responsibility for this
phase of our welfare. ’
- Ah, sirs! Picture, if you can, our President preparing his
Budget message. And always at this season, 'mid the maze of
dollar marks and estimates, and cuts and slashes, his thoughts
“glways lightly turn” to the “ question of military prepared-
pness”! Picture him, I say, with knitted brow, bowed under
the awful weight of the responsibility of the Chief Executive
as he prepares his Budget message and is thinking of military
preparedness. Imagine, if you please, his travail of spirit as
he ponders this subject that has for ages baffled the mind of
man. Seeking, groping for an answer,

But, listening world, take heart. Ye would-be statesmen, edi-
tors, writers, and so forth, cease your prattle, for the light has
broken. The answer is here. Harken ye, the Commander in
Chief is about to speak. Continuing, the President said:

What we need,.and all that we need, for mnational protection {is
adequate preparedness.

There you have it. The issue is solved. And who will have
the hardihood to challenge the deep-striking truth of this pro-
nouncement? So clearly expressed ; with such convincing logic;
and such profound philosophy.

But, mark you, gentlemen, I fear you do not appreciate the
unbounded possibilities contained in this classic formula. Why
ean it not be applied to other great problems that now bafile
the finite minds of men? Take the farm problem. Ah! There
is a problem. What about the poor farmer?

What they need, and all that they need, for prosperity is adequate
prices.

Think of it! How simple the remedy! Why had not some
master mind thought of this before? But let us not stop. Take
tax reduction. Ah! There is the rub. The taxpayer usually
gets It where the proverbial chicken got the ax. 'What about
the poor taxpayer?

What he needs, and all that he needs, for national prosperity is
lower taxes, A

Marvelous!
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“But to return again to the formula for national security. It
has another quality that is quite characteristic, It ecan offend
no one. The pacifist will be pleased, the militarist hopeful,
and sister nations, insolent and belligerent though they be, will
doubtless be impressed. (Will some one please page the honor-
able mayor of Beverly Hills?)

NOW TO BE SBERIOUS

I would be the last Member of this Housge Who would want to
assume an attitude of hostility to our Chief Executive or to
treat flippantly any utterance of the President worthy of serious
thought. I differ with him often and radically. Upon the other
hand, I have agreed with him on many oceasions. I have more
than once found myself standing almost alone among my Demo-
cratic colleagues when I have agreed with the I'resident, Many
of his qualities I admire. Of his high and lofty patriotism
and sincerity there ean be no possible question, but I am equally
convinced that he is gravely in error in his willingness to see
the American Navy reduced to a woeful and inefficient condition
in the present state of world affairs.

Until such time as all nations of the earth can meet and
agree upon some plan to reduce naval and military strength,
I want to see’ America go forward with a steady, orderly, and
progressive strengthening of her Military Establishment on the
seas, on land, and in the air, so that at all times she may not
only be willing but ready and able to defend her traditions
and protect her citizens and their property. [Applause.]

I have said that in the present state of world affairs there is
little to lead us to expect anything approaching universal peace
in the near future. Such a statement seems to be abundantly
justiied when we inventory the happenings of the day in
Europe, shot through as it is by passions, misunderstandings,
and ambitious rulers thirsting for power and domain.

AMERICA'S MISSION

America must ever be ready with her good offices, her eco-
nomie strength, and her political prestige to counsel and advise
upon an amicable settlement of these varied disputes ; and while
a realization of the dream for universal peace, certainly so far
as it affects Europe, may lie for future generations to enjoy,
yet we ean have peace in America.

PEACE BY PREPAREDNESS

America can be spared the wasteful effects of another war.
American boys can be spared the awful experience of the boys
in the recent war. American homes can be spared the horror
and the heartaches that ever follow in the wake of conflict.
We can be spared all of this by putting ourselves in such a posi-
tion with reference to our national defense that the nations of
the earth may know that not only does America stand for
peace among the nations of the earth but that she demands
peace for her own territory: that America will protect her citi-
zens and their property wherever they may rightfully be; that
not only does America stand for freedom of the seas for all
nations but that she will demand freedom of the seas for her
own commerce; that not only will America refrain from in-
volving herself in European entanglements but that she is in a
position to smecessfully resist any effort to cause her to be so
involved. It has many times happened in the history of the
world that the only way to have peace was to fight for it, and
the poet has said, “ He only deserves freedom and liberty who
is prepared to win it for himself every day.” No, sirs; the time
is not yet come when America can strip herself of her arms
and stand naked and defenseless before the world, relying for
protection only upon the beanty and glory of her innocence and
the lofty ideals for which she stands!

O freedom! Thou art not, as poets dream,

A fair young girl with light and dellcate limbs,

And wavy tresses gushing from the eap

With which the Roman master crowned his slave

When he took off the gyves. A bearded man,

Armed to the teeth, art thou; one mailed hand
N Grasps the broad shield and one the sword ; thy brow,

(Glorious in beauty tho' it be, is scarred

With tokens of old wars; thy massive limbs

Are strong with struggling. Ob, not yet

May’st thou unbrace thy corselet nor lay by

Thy sword; nor yet, O freedom, close thy lids

In slumber; for thine enemy never sleeps,

And thon must watch and combat 'til the day

Of the new earth and heaven.

[Applause.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jouxsox].

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of

the committee, I have sought the- floor at this time not for
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the purpose of making a speech but to make a practical sug-
gestion. [Appiause.]

I thank my friend the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr, WiL-
son] for his applause. I construe it as a realization on his
part that fewer speeches and more practical suggestions are
needed in the House.

Next week we are to consider the important subject of farm
relief legislation. Before the debate begins and Members
align themselves as champions of the various bills, I want to
discuss an amendment that should appeal to the sound, sober
judgment of both the advocates and the opponents of the three
bills that will be discussed, namely, the Haugen bill, the Aswell
bill, and the Crisp bill.

I realize that when formal consideration of a bill is begun
that sentiment at that time has usually so crystallized that it
is exceedingly difficult to have any proposal for a change in a
bill serionsly considered. The proponents of the bill nsually
fizht all amendments; and the opponents of a bill, thinking
that the best way to encompass its defeat is not to perfect it,
likewise vote against amendments: and as a result, a Member
who attempts to change a bill in any respect has about as much
chance of success as a Democratic candidate for office would
have in the State of Vermont.

I had that unhappy experience at the last session of Con-
gress, when the MeNary-Haugen bill was being considered, and
1 offered a perfectly good amendment, only to witness its over-
whelming defeat; and I saw other Members offer equally good
amendments share the same fate. My colleague from Texas
[Mr. ConNALLY] was among the number.

I want to direet your attention now to an amendment which
I shall offer to each of these bills when the time arrives for
the consideration of amendments.

It is applieable to each of the three bills. It does not in any
manner affect or change the terms of the bills as they are now
written. It would simply place a time limit upon the existence
of the bill if enacted into law. In other words, it would provide
that at the expiration of a given period from the enactment of
the bill, say for a period of not more than five years, the bill
would be automatically repealed unless affirmative legislation
should be enacted to extend it.

It will be eonceded, I think, by the authors of each of these
-bills, that they are experiments. The plans proposed in each
and all of them are new and untried as applied to America,
and what will be the result is largely one of speculation. The
advocates of each think that their particular bill will bring
the desired relief to agriculture, put whether or not it win do
s0 remains to be seen.

If the legislation to be enacted is of an emergency character
and in the nature of an experiment, should not the existence of
the law be limited to a definite period of time—a period suffi-
ciently long to give the plan a fair trial, say for five years,
and in that time we can test the efficacy of the remedy. If
it works, it will be easy to reenact for another fixed period, or
indefinitely.

I am glad to see the author of one of the bills, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] is present. I regret the authors of
the other two bills are not on the floor at this time. The
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] thinks his bill will solve
the problem. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswEeLL]
is equally certain that his bill will meet the conditions, and
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Haveen], whose name has be-
come linked with his measure, doubtless believes that his bill
will bring relief. Now, if they have faith in its success, why
not incorporate an amendment in which if the bill passes, that
it shall be given a fair and impartial trial for a period of years,
and then at the expiration of that time the legislation, if
found to be workable and satisfactory, there is no question
but what the life of the bill could be extended for another
period of years, or possibly indefinitely.

Mr. CRRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Gladly.

Mr. CRISP. I think there is a great deal of merit in the
gentleman's suggestion, because all must concede that legisla-
tion of this character is experimental. If any of the bills were
passed and work, as the authors believe, to the interest of agri-
culture, they would be continued in operation. If they work
unjustly, they could be revised before the period of five years,
and for those reasons, as far as I am concerned, I wonld not

_oppose an amendment of the character which the gentleman
mentioned to the bill T introduced. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOIINSON of Texas. With pleasure.

Mr. BLANTON. Did the gentleman ever investigate to see
where Congress has placed a limitation on the life of a bureaun
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it creates, just how many years it takes Congress thereafter to
get rid of the burean? Because when youn place hundreds of men
on the pay roll of the Government in a bureau and the time for
its termination arrives, these employees besiege Members, and
I have never seen Congress able yet to get rid of the burean for
years and years.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In reply to the statement of my
colleague from Texas I want to say that we could come nearer
to getting rid of a bureau, if thought necessary to do so, if we
had a time limit fixed than if the law continued it indefinitely.
Under my amendment the law and all offices created thereby
would automatically cease to exist at the expiration of the
period fixed. Without it affirmative action would be necessary
to abolish them.

A majority of this House want to help agriculture.

Mr. BLANTON. I agree with the gentleman. I have reached
this conclusion myself: That I am for some kind of farm relief
being passed before we adjourn. I am against the uneconomie
provisions that still remain in the new MeNary-Haugen bill,
but I am going to vote for the Aswell bill first and for the Crisp
bill next ; and if it comes to a show-down and it looks as though
we were not going to get any kind of farm relief legislation
otherwise, I shall vote for the new, amended MecNary-Haungen
bill, with all its uneconomic possibilities, for we must pass some
kind of farm relief before we adjourn. The producers are en-
titled to relief. And I am going to vote for the best bill possible.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I think the membership of this
House seriously desires to pass some legislation that will be
beneficial to agriculture. By this amendment I am seeking to
assist in the passage of farm-relief legislation. Many Members
will vote for a bill as a temporary expedient, if the act so
declares, who would not be so inclined if it should be perma-
nent in character.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLaxTox] says boards are
difficult to abolish. I agree with him, and that is one reason
why I am going to offer this amendment. It is more difficult
to repeal legislation than to enact it, and it is almost impos-
sible to repeal legislation if offices are created thereby; and
each of these bills creates a large number of offices to carry into
effect the terms and provisions of the bills. ;

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. If it should be proven that it is
salutary legislation, there will be no necessity of abolishing it
at the end of five years. We are cdrrying now no end of
boards and commissions that ought to have been abolished 20
g?lirs ago. We are still carrying them in the appropriation

ills,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the legislation works success-
fully, if it brings the predicted relief, it will be an easy matter
to extend it for a given period or for an indefinite period. Some
of the boards heretofore created, or institutions operating there-
under, have been for a limited period of time. We did that in
the case of national banks directed by the Federal Reserve
Board. Why should we establish for an indefinite period the
various agencies created under these bills?

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. UPSHAW. Does the gentleman believe, in consideration
of the fact that many of us have honest misgivings as to this
legislation, that by the incorporation of the gentleman's amend-
ment a repeal of the act would be made less difficult?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. I am certain that it will
make it much less difficult, as I have already pointed out. It
is from no motive of hostility to farm relief legislation that I
offer this amendment; but on the contrary, on account of my
desire to assist in passing some such legisiation. I think my
amendment, if adopted, would win support of some Members,
who otherwise would vote against all of these bills. Such an
amendment would make any or all of these bills more attractive
to me.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

My, JOHNSON of Texas, Yes,

Mr. HASTINGS. The gentleman does not say that there was
a time limit to the Federal Reserve Board?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; but the banks operating there-
under are limited. There is no time limit in any of these bills
to any of the boards or advisory councils or other agencies
created thereby.

Mr. HASTINGS. The gentleman's amendment is to place a
time limit on the entire act?
giM r. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; for the reasons I have already

ven.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. In reference to the Federal reserve
act, it was provided that the banks, the machinery under the
act, would have a life of 20 years, and at the end of that time
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it would be necessary for them to come back and show justifica-
tion of their work and secure a renewal or continuation of their
charter. 1 think that the Federal reserve banks now, under
no cirenmstances, ought to be chartered for a greater length
of time than 20 years after the expiration of their charter. I
think the gentleman’s amendment is thoroughly sound, and by
all means ought to be adopted.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank my colleague. I followed
his leadership in opposing the granting of charters for an
indefinite period of time to national banks.

Mr. BLANTON. I agree with my colleage as to the value of
the limitation. Bufi there is an attempt now in the case of the
new McNary-Haugen bill to suspend certain operations of that
bill for two years. Now, what is the use of passing a bill if you
make its application date two years in advance?

‘Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Well, as to that, I would not like
to be diverted from the discussion of my amendment to take up
other features of elther of the bills at this time. In the brief
time given me I shall not undertake to discuss the merits or
demerits of any of these farm-relief measures.

Mr. BLANTON. I think if the original McNary-Haugen bill
had been passed as it was framed its provisions would have
ruined all our Texas cotton farmers, so that it has been of
benefit to our cotton farmers that it did not pass that bill and
that our action has forced it to be amended in many vital

icenlars.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What I am trying now to do is to
get those sponsoring these bills to agree to an amendment
whereby those who may not agree in principle with the legisla-
tion will, on account of the emergency that exists, be persuaded
to accept it with this amendment.

In the erisis that confronts the agricultural interests of Amer-
jea and our desire to alleviate the intolerable eonditions which
now exist—in our zeal to pass beneficent legislation for the
greatest of all industries—let not our judgment become warped
by our enthusiasm or our vision be clouded so that we will
write permanently upon our statute books any plan or system
until it has been given a fair trial and its fruits and effect fully
determined by the American people.

1 say to the authors of each of these bills, if you have faith
in them, if you believe that your bill will solve the problem
that now confronts us, you will be, or at least should be, will-
ing that it shall first be given a fair trial before it shall
become the permanent and fixed policy of the Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I must say in
advance that I have some 15 requests for time. Nome gentle-
men are going to be left out, and therefore I can not extend the
time further than that yielded.

Mr, Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON ].

H. R, 8802, ENOWN AS THE GENERAL CONTRACTORS" BILL, UNNECESSARY
AND EXPENSIVE TO THE TAXPAYERS

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, the construction work of the Government is now
largely done by contract. The laws in foree impose certain
restrictions upon letting contracts and have successfully pro-
tected the interests of the people., There has been in recent
years no increase in the percentage of Government work done
by lired labor as compared with that dome by contract. The
proposed legislation would impose regulations that could have
no beneficial effect and wounld increase the costs of construction.
Government improvements, including public buildings, high-
ways, and bridges are now generally done by contract.

THE PROPOSED BILL

The title of this bill is really misleading. Instead of regu-
lating and safeguarding the disbursement of public funds, it
would be more accurate if the bill were entitled *“ An act to
inerease the cost of river and harbor work.”

The bill provides in section 1 for estimates on every project;
in section 2 for public contracts for all projects in excess of
the estimated cost of $25,000, and not constituting mainte-
nance or repair; in section 3, undertakes to provide for public
emergency, when estimates and competitive bids may be elimi-
nated ; in section 4, provides for rental and sale of Government-
owned equipment; in section 5, undertakes to define mainte-
nance and repair; as well as in section 6, to define the mean-
ing of construction projects; in section 7, stipulates that esti-
mates ghall include charges for equipment, and that the
estimates be made public at the time of the opening of the
bids; and provides in section 8, that any person willfully
violating any provision of the act shall be summarily removed
from office.
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This is not a new subject; it has been before Congress in
one form and another for many years. The Senators and
Representatives interested in river and harbor work are op-
posed to the bill. Three years ago the contractors undertook
to secure an amendment to the War Department appropria-
tion bill that provided that 75 per cent of the levee work on
}hﬁ ]:iisaissippl River should he done by contract. The plan
ailed.

Not only the hearings before the Committee on Appropria-
tions in 1924 but the hearings before other committees in 1915
and 1919 on similar bills have convinced all the committees
that the present law ought not to be changed. The above bill
as reported by the Judiciary Committee is quite different from
the bill as originally introduced. Many changes and amend-
ments have been made; the bill has practically been rewritten,
The fact that so many changes have been made shows that
the committee itself was really in doubt as to the merits of
the bill. 3

THE PURPOSE

Practically all of the work done by the Government by hired
labor is river and harbor work, which is under the direction of
the Corps of Engineers of the Army and largely under the
Mississippi River Commission. This work is divided into four
general classes:

1. Levee construction,

2. Bank revetment,

3. Dredging.

4, Lock and dam construction,

This work may now be done by day labor, and a large part
of it of necessity is done by day labor, but the intent of this
legislation is to require all this work to be done by contract.

There is a reason for the Government heretofore having
done a great deal of river and harbor work by day labor. It
is largely emergency work. Moreover, it was necessary for
the Government to provide and to own eguipment to main-
tain and to repair river and harbor work. It is estimated that
the value of such equipment now owned by the Government is
approximately $57,000,000.

The Mississippi River Commission now has invested in revet-
ment equipment and in levee machinery more than $12,000,000.
Large equipment is necessary to do maintenance and repair
work. Inasmuch as the Government must maintain this equip-
ment, is it not wise that the executive departments of the Gov-
ernment charged with the responsibility of the work should
have the diseretion of using the Government equipment and
doing the work by day labor if costs can be saved?

Most of the equipment consists of modern machinery which
contractors do not own. The old method of levee construction
can not compete with the machine method of levee building.

Again, the Government had to buy large eguipment to do
levee construction during the war period, because contractors
were unable to do the work and because of war prices and the
scarcity of labor.

Moreover, levee construction has been done more cheaply by
day labor than by contract. I quote from the statement of Col,
C. L. Potter, president of the Mississippi River Commission, in
the hearings before the Subcommittee on Approprintions on Feb-
ruary 11, 1924, page 1728:

In 1923, Roach, Stansell, Lawrance Bros. & Co. hid on 270,000 cubic
vards at Dennis, which would have cost us 83 cents. We did it for
24.9 cents and paid for a very expensive machine breakage,

In the fourth distriet T have a list of bid prices and costs by machine
after rejecting bids, involving millions of eubic yards in 10 separate
works. The actual savings were 3 cents, 5.3 cents, 4.8 cents, 8.4
cents, 18.4 cents, 0.8 cent, 11.2 cents; 19.1 cents, 21.8 cents, and 15.1
cents. These are all completed works, where the cost Is accurately
known, and there is no gnesswork about it.

The Chief of Engineers estimated the cost of Dam No. 7 on
the Monongahela River at $605,749.99. Bids were opened on
December 22, 1924, the lowest being $769,320.66 and the high-
est being $843,300.79. All the bids were rejected, ‘and the
work was done by the engineers with hired labor for $630,000.
There was thus a saving of $139,000 on this one project.

The bill does not clearly give the Government the right to
reject any and all bids., It does not properly provide for river
and harbor work, The general policy of the Corps of Engineers
has always been and is now to do all work practicable by con-
tract when a reasonable bid can be obtained.

But 1 maintain that frequently the Government is able to
do the work more cheaply and more economically by having
machinery.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. 1 gladly yield.
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Mr. BLANTON., If the gentleman will look in the RECORD
of January 28, 1926, he will there see where I called the atten-
tion of the committee to the work done by Major O'Conmor on
the Mississippi levees and the gentleman will find that the
committee of expert engineers, Huffstetter, McChilds, and Elam,
who checked him up, found that on account of one defect in
the work he had done with day laber we would have to remove
5,000,000 cubic yards of dirt at a cost to the Government of
$1.000,000, and that on account of another defect in the levee,
which work was done by day labor, we would have to remove
400,000 cubie yards of dirt which wounld cost the Government
$120,000. Now, these were defects right in the very Mississippi
Levee that the gentleman speaks about.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. 1 am familiar with the work re-
ferred to.

Mr, BLANTON. They had covered up entire trees with dirt,
great, big trunks that were a foot and a half or more in diam-
eter, which the engineers said in the course of time would have
caused leakages and destroyed the entire levee.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I will say in reply to the statement
of the gentleman from Texas that I am thoronghly familiar
with the case he refers to and that is an old story and the
jllustration he uses has served its day and generation. That
matter was brought to the attention of the Committee on Appro-
priations in 1924, There was a mistake made in one case
and that is the only case that has ever been cited. I respect-
fully submit that the agents of the Government are human and
they are likely to make one mistake, but that mistake cost
nothing like the amount the gentleman has mentioned.

Mr. BLANTON. That is what the Commttee of Engineers
said it would cost.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. But the Committee on Appropria-
tions turned down the propesition to amend the present law
after hearing the testimony on that pariicular case in 1924,
and similar amendments were reported in 1915 and 1919,
8o I say that every previous committee of Congress that has
investigated the matter, including the very case that the
gentieman has eited, has absolutely refused to be bound by
it. Every one admits there was a mistake made, but because
one mistake was made ig no reason why the governmental
agencies should be hampered by the proposed legislation.

Mr. WILSON of Lounisiana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield to my colleague,

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. Is it not a fact that the Missis-
sippi River Commission and the Chief of Engineers knew noth-
ing about the defective work referred to by the gentleman from
Texas, but after their attention was called to it, a thorough
investigation was made, the defect was cured, and there has
been no recurrence of anything of that kind since?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Absolutely.

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. The Congress passed on that
ciase two years ago. The gentleman from lowa [Mr. DicKiN-
son], I think, was a member of the subeommittee of which
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AsxtHONY] was chairman,
and the committee thoroughly investigated it and their report
completely exonerated the Mississippi River Commission, and
Congress has known about that case for over two years and
what the gentleman from Texas has said is not new at all

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Let me first say in reply to the
gentleman from Louisiana that the gentleman is absolutely
correct. A very careful investigation was made by the Missis-
sippi River Commission. They desired to conceal nothing,
They brought out the facts. They admitted a mistake was
made but nothing like the amount of loss suggested by the
gentleman from Texas was involved.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes,

Mr., BLANTON. Oh, the records of the committee itself.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield for a question. I can only
yield for a question, because my time is limited.

Mr. BLANTON. But there was 5,000,000 cubic yards of dirt
which had to be removed in one e¢ase and 400,000 cubic yards in
the other, estimated by the three expert engineers who checked
up the work done by Major O'Connor.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I do not recall that any amount was
removed, but the fact of the matter is——

Mr. BLANTON. Now, the question I want to ask——

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Let me finish my statement. The
fact of the matter is that particular case was brought to the
attention of the Mississippi River Commission by my prede-
cessor, the late B, G, Humphreys, and by the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Wirson], who was opposed to the very character
of legislation now pending.
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1 \[:: BLANTON. Will the gentleman now yield for one ques-
on?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not a fact that this same Major 0'Con-
nor is still in charge of this Mississippi levee work and is still
employing day labor?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. T think not.

Mr. BLANTON. What has become of him?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I could not tell the gentleman. I
think he has been stationed in Washington. °

Mr. BLANTON. He is the only man the engineering depart-
ment sends before our committee to tell us what we are to do
and what we are not to do.

Mr. WHITTINGTON, If he is not in Washington, I do not
know where he is now,

i\{?r. BLANTON. e is still in the engineer's office, is he
no :

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I do not know. I want to be eour-
teous, but I must decline to yield further to the genfleman, be-
cause my time is limited.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WHITTINGTON, Certainly; I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In contrast with what the gentleman
from Texas states, is it not trone that the work in and around
Net}' York harbor, which has to be performed under most
trying and difficult conditions, has been carried on very suc-
cessfully by the Corps of Engineers?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Undoubtedly; and I say we had bet-
ter let well enough alone; that the public interest has been
protected and promoted under the system that now obtains,
and we ought not to change if, because it is very difficult to
prepare esfimates covering harbor work and dredging work.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And the gentleman knows that in con-
nection with all contracts the Government lets out, that they
either come in with supplemental contracts or come in and get
additional appropriations.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I revert to the faulty construction of
levees along a streteh in the third Mississippl levee distriet in
1921 and 1922 under the supervision of Major O'Conner. I am
familiar with the hearings on this matter. An investigation
was made by the Mississippi River Commisgion, and as a result
the commission condemned the work that the local engineer had
permitted to be done. The investigation showed that safe work
was sacrificed in order to make speed.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BrasTox] has referred to
the report of the field party that was appointed by the Missis-
sippi River Commission to make an investigation of the defec-
tive work. This report may be found on page 1705 to page 1708,
inclusive, of the hearings before the subeommittee on the War
Department appropriation bill for 1925, which were conducted
on February 8 and 11, 1924, The gentleman from Texas, in
his guestion, referred to item 14; I now guote item 14 of this
report from page 1708:

To restore the berm and borrow pits to a standard section will
require the handling of approximately 5,000,000 cubic yards of earth
at an estimated cost of $1,000,000,

To bring the levee gection up to standard it will require the handling
of approximately 400,000 cubic yards of earth at an estimated cost
of $120,000.

The guestion propounded to me by the gentleman from Texas
would indicate that he was seeking to prove that the Govern-
ment lost $1,000,000 in the one case and $120,000 in the other
case. Such is not the fact, however. Col. €. L. Potter, chair-
man of the Mississippi River Commission, testified before the
Commitiee on Appropriations, and I call attention to the faet
that while the commission condemned the work on the report
of this board of engineers, the commission did not agree with
the findings of the board in the two particulars mentioned, as
well as in other particulars. I furthermore call attention to
the fact that while there was defective work the levees were
brought up to the grade at a cost of $80,500, instead of the
estimated cost of $120,000, and that this was intended fo be
done regardless of the defects. The commission determined
that it was not necessary to restore the berm and borrow pits.
Time has vindicated the commission; there has not been any
break in the levees along the Mississippi River where the al-
leged faulty work was done, and I may say in this connection
that there has never been any break in the levees of the Missis-
sippi River that were constructed according to the specifications
of the Mississippl River Commission.

Colonel Potter testified that it was not necessary to handle
the 5,000,000 cubic yards of earth, and it was not necessary to
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restore the berm and borrow pits. I quote from his testimony
on page 1722 of the hearings:

The commission condemned the laxness In following out its specifica-
tions, but told the people that there was mnothing for them to fear;
that there was nothing to warrant the tearing down of the work, and
that it would not happen again.

In other words, the 5,000,000 cubic yards of earth were not
handled, and no part of it was moved, the estimated cost of
$1,000,000 was not incurred, and no part of the estimated cost
was incurred. I guote again from page 1722:

Our field party estimated that it would cost $120,000 to bring this
levee up to grade. As a matter of fact, not only this but the dressing
and sodding has been done at a cost of 1 cent per cubic yard for the
work done In those two sections, or for $80,500, using Mr. Btansell's
figures for the total yardage. But this was all intended to be done
anyhow.

The field party referred to was appointed under the super-
vision of the commission, as Colonel Potter testified in these
hearings. There was a total misconception by the Board of
Engineers composing the party as to what this party was ex-
pected to do relative to the berm and borrow pits. Colonel
Potter stated that their report as to the yardage from berm and
borrow pits was probably due to a misinterpretation of the
specifications of the commission, and again I quote from Colonel
Potter’s statement, page 1723:

So there was not intended to be any berm—
And—

That the specifications did not require the building of a berm,

The district engineer assumed that he could follow the old borrow
pits and I must admit that the specifications did not definitely state
that he could mot,

I am therefore familiar with the instance cited by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas, and I maintain that the facts
in that case show that while a mistake was made, while there
was defective work, the mistake has been corrected and the
Government did not suffer loss. Colonel Potter further stated
that the same solution as to berm and borrow pits would have
obtained if the work had been done by contract.

The Committee on Appropriations went into an investigation
of this alleged defective work, as I stated in the beginning, in
1924, when the contractors endeavored to secure an amendment
to the War Department appropriation bill providing that 75
per cent of the levee work on the Mississippi River should be
done by contract. The committee refused to adopt the amend-
ment, after considering carefully the facts in reference to the
defective work done under Major O'Conner, referred to by the
gentleman from Texas,

PUBLIC WORK BY CONTRACT

Generally, I favor public work being done by contract. I
oppose the Government engaging in business in competition
with individuals. I would favor any legislation that would
require as much levee work as possible to be done by contract.
There are certain classes of work, however, which, becanse of
their nature and neecessity, the Government can do more cheaply
than individuals. In these cases the Government is merely do-
ing its own work to protect the public. Damages resulting from
floods constitute emergency work. Caving banks occur on the
Mississippi and other rivers when there are no floods. To pro-
mote navigation these banks must be protected by revetment,
which can not be done in flood time, and which may be neces-
sary in normal times on the Mississippi River.

I am familiar with Mississippi River conditions and improve-
ments. As a taxpayer, T am interested in the economic con-
struction of both levees and revetment. I have been raising
cotton for over 22 years in the Mississippi Delta. I am famil-
iar with levee legislation and with problems of levee construc-
tion. I have inspected all of the levees and most of the revet-
ment work in both of the levee districts in the Yazoo and
Mississippi Deltas. I have observed the work done by the
Government and the work done by contractors.

I recall the days when levee construction was exceedingly
expensive in the Yazoo Delta because of combinations on the
part of contractors. Under the present law, however, the
levees are being completed in a satisfactory manner, and
to-day are being built more cheaply than they have ever been
constructed.

OBJECTIONS

The proposed bill would hinder the completion and make
more expensive leyvee and revetment work along the Missis-
sippi River. The DMississippi River Commission some years
ago passed a resolution that all levee work be advertised and
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let to the lowest bidder if the bids are lower than the estimated
cost of day-labor work. In other words, under the present law
in levee construction estimates are always made, and if the
work can be constructed more cheaply by contract than by
day labor, contracts are awarded. Fifty-six per cent of all the
levee work along the Mississippi River from Rock Island to
New Orleans during the past year was done by contract. I
maintain that all levee work, except in cases of emergency,
should be done by contract wherever reasonable bids can be
obtained. I am not fighting contractors; I want to encourage
them, but at the same time I want to proteet the publiec,

The Government ought to have the discretion to reject any
and all bids; it is doubtful whether it has this discretion under
the proposed legislation. Sixty per cent of the appropriations
by Congress for the improvement of the Mississippi River is
in the interest of navigation and is for dredging and revetment.
Dredging and reveiment are peculiarly emergency work. An
emergency may arise between the time of advertising for bids
on revetment work and the time of actually beginning the work,
when it is necessary to change the program. A cave along the
banks of the Mississippi River may develop in normal times as
well as in flood times. It is necessary to ship the equipment
and plant from one point to another.

A break may occur in a revetment calling for $50,000 worth
of repairs to be made as soon as a plant ean be moved to the
break, but if contracts have been made under the allotments
for revetment there would be no funds except those tied up in
contracts,

Again, it is said that dredging can not be done by contract.
It depends on river conditions. Sometimes millions of yards
are moved in a single season. In other years the amount is
much less. The amount of solid material a dredge is actually
pumping is almost impossible of ascertainment. An estimate
of this item will bring up eternal controversy with the con-
tractors, for the contractor may net care whether he is moving
dirt or pumping water. The longer the job the more the pay.

The Mississippi River Commission and the Corps of Engi-
neers maintain that it is impracticable, if not impossible, to
prepare estimates of the costs of dredging and estimates of the
cost of bank revetment. The commission now prepares esti-
mates of the costs of levees, except when there is an emer-
geney requiring the immediate construction of a levee,

LEVEES AND REVETMENT

There are about 300 miles of levees in the congressional dis-
trict I represent, and there are two levee boards, located at
Clarksdale and Greenville, The levees in the Clarksdale dis-
trict are completed; the proposed legislation would have no
effect on levee construction in that district, for levee work there
is done by the loecal board and the State law would control.

The levees in the Greenville district are not complete; there
are some 20 miles to be constructed, and the levees in other
places must be built up to a higher grade and section. The
Mississippi River Commission is building the levees in the
Greenyille district. The taxpayers contribute one-third of the
costs of the levees and furnish the right of way, which aggre-
gate a contribution of substantially one-half. Levee construc-
tion, therefore, is on a B0-50 basis. My object is to secure the
completion of these levees at the least possible cost, The figures
I have quoted show that there are hundreds of thousands of
dollars invested in levee machinery, bought because of scarcity
of labor during the war period.

These machines can be utilized to do the work very much
more cheaply than it can be done by contract. During the year
1926, however, the large part of levee work was done by con-
tract. Machine work was done wherever reasonable bids could
not be obtained. At present all levee work in the Clarksdale
district is done by contract under the State law, and a large
part of the work in the Greenville district is done by contraect.
Under the present law the work may be done by contract or by
day labor. It is necessary for the Mississippi River Commis-
gion to have discretion to protect the public funds.

However, the most serious objection to the proposed legisla-
tion involves revetment work. There are no contractors who
own revetment plants along the Mississippi River. The equip-
ment of one revetment plant costs about $500,000. These plants
must be maintained by the Government for maintenance and
repairs and for emergency work, and surely it is the part of
wisdom to utilize these plants in doing revetment work, for
there are no contractors equipped to do this work. Revetments
are needed to protect the levees constructed. The proposed
legiilation would hinder and make more expensive revetment
work.

As a matter of faet, while I favor public work by confract,
because of its emergency character I believe that revetment
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work should be absolutely eliminated from this bill. I can
not favor the legislation with the revetment work included.
If emergency levee work were properly protected, and if dredg-
ing and revetment work were eliminated from the bill, the situ-
ation would be different. I repeat to emphasize that there
must be a provision, however, giving the Government the right
to reject any and all bids.

But it is said that the Dbill provides that equipment owned
by the Government shall be rented, that the levee machinery
and revetment plants shall either be leased or sold. The bill,
however, is inadequate to protect the Government either in the
leasing or sale of the equipment. It provides no basis for rental
or sale that would protect the Government in the millions of
dollars invested in machinery and equipment.

The two levee boards in the congressional district I represent
oppose the legislation. The Mississippi River Commission op-
poses it. The Corps of Engineers opposes it. The Navy
Department opposes it. In many places the ships could not be
repaired and plants constructed by contract. In remote sec-
tions it is absolutely necessary for the Navy to use day labor
to protect its own equipment.

The Burean of Reclamation feels that its activities would
be hampered. It has been the long-established policy of the
- Government to invest the executive departments with some
discretion in the discharge of their duties. There is no neces-
sity for change in the law. Existing legislation is entirely satis-
factory to the organizations promoting the improvement of the
waterways of the country, as is shown by resolutions adopted
by the OHio Valley Improvement Association, at Paducah, Ky.,
Oectober 11, 1926 ; by the Mississippi Valley Association, at St
Louis, Mo., November 24, 1926; and by the National Rivers and
Flarbors Congress, in Washington, on December 9, 1926.

UNNECESSARY AND EXPENSBIVE

Finally, the proposed legislation is unnecessary. There is
a new era in waterway improvement. Congress has increased
appropriations for waterways, and the country is thoroughly
aroused to the benefits of water transportation. River and
harbor work is essential to the development of navigation.

I said in the beginning that the bill reported by the commnit-
tee is quite different from the bill introduced. The advocates
evidently recognize the force of the objections. I am informed
that they are now willing to eliminate sections 4 and 8 of the
bill as reported, which deal with the sale and rental of equip-
ment and removal from office. The proponents say that the
only remaining requirement of the bill that changes the law
is the provision for estimates. They now contend that work
could be done by day labor in the future, if the bill passed,
under section 2, by the use of the words “ by contract or other-
wise.,” I submit that the construction of the said section as
contended is doubtful and would certainly be confusing. The
law counld accomplish no good, and probably would do great
harm. Moreover, estimates are always made now, when prac-
ticable and possible.

By substituting in reality a new bill the proponents admit
that the bill as originally introduced was unsound. By agree-
ing to eliminate sections 4 and 8 of the bill as reported they
virtually admit that the pending bill is unsound. If the Gov-
ernment is required to lease its equipment, it will only be a
short time until the equipment will so deteriorate as to be of
no value. Contractors would certainly not take the same care
of Government equipment that they would take of their own.

Again, the provision for the sale of the eguipment fixes no
basis and would not adequately safeguard the funds invested
by the Government in equipment,

Then, too, as long as the Government owns its own equipment
and has the diseretion of doing the work by day labor or by
contract it is reasonable to suppose that the Government will
be able to obtain better bids from contractors. The discretion
to do the work by day labor constitutes in reality a safeguard
in the expenditure of public funds. I must not be misunder-
stood; I think the Government should estimate, wherever pos-
gible, the cost of every project. If it is the desire of the advo-
cates of the bill merely to require a detailed estimate of the
entire cost of every project where possible, I respectfully sub-
mit that all of the sections of the bill except the first should
be eliminated. If it be true that under section 2 the Gov-
ernment may do the work by contract or by day labor, in its
discretion, then I respectfully ask why the necessity for section
3, that requires the declaration of a public emergency before
the provision for estimates shall become inoperative?

Then again, if the argument of the proponents is correct, if
the work could still be done under the terms of the bill as
amended by contract or by day labor, why the necessity of
retaining sections 5, 6, and 7? To permit them to remain with
sections 4 and 6 eliminated amounts to much confusion. The
proposed bill, therefore, is so indefinite and uncertain that it
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would probably result in hampering the improvement of our
waterways and the development of our harbors. This confu-
sion would probably result in much expense to the taxpayers
of the country.

Under the existing system the contractors are given a square
deal. The public is protected, and it is best to let well enough
alone. The Mississippi River Commission and other govern-
mental agencies let levee work and other work by contract if
the contractor’s bid is not in excess of the estimated cost of the
project. This limit would be repealed by the pending legisla-
tion. The result would be additional expense to the taxpayers.
Our experience with countract work during the war was not
altogether satisfactory., We are familiar with the cost-plus
system. The passage of this bill might be the opening wedge
for the cost-plus system in peace time. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BLANTON. I wanted to ask tslgﬁs gentleman if I\)n'echad
let the work done by Major O'Connor by contract and not by
day labor, if all of this work of which T have spoken relative to
repairs would have been necessary, and the Goverument would
have been protected? :

Mr, WHITTINGTON. The gentleman is misinformed as to
the Aamount of the work and the cost. He is evidently not fully
advised as to the facts in that case, for the facts show that no
additional costs were incurred because of the defective work
and that it was not necessary to remove the 5,000,000 cubic
yards or any other amount of dirt, as I have already shown by
the testimony of Col. O. L. Potter, chairman of the Mississippi
River Commission,

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, T yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LARsSEN].

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia sisks unani-
mous consent to extend and revise his remarks. Is there
objection? .

Mr., LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I shall not object if the
gentleman makes that request after he has concluded his speech,

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman—

Personal dissension may exist among some delegations,
But among Georgia Members there are no such relations,
When a Georgia Member has something worth while to do
He relies upon his colleagues to help put it through.
But, Mr. Chairman, when it comes to farm legislation
We just can’t get together on the Georgia delegation.

[Laughter,]

What, sir, is the matter? Our recalcitrant ways?
No; this awful, perplexing, legislative mystic maze.
The Aswell, Crisp, Tincher, and a dozen other bills
Would substitute the Haugen for relief of farm ills.
When we deal with bills of such various denomination,
No wonder we can't get together on farm legislation.

Mr. Chairman, to meet objections of every shade,
Yearly some vital change in Haugen bill is made.

In discord and dissension no farm relief lies,

Those who wonld help the farmer must compromise.
Big interests and speculators prefer our agitation,
‘or well do they know it means no farm legislation !

[Laughter and applause.]

There are some 20 so-called farm relief bills pending before
Congress at this time, but as the Aswell, Crisp-Curtis, and
McNary-Haugen bills are the only ones being seriously con-
sidered by either branch of the Congress, I shall confine my
remarks to these three proposed measures. Under the circum-
stanees, as stated, a discussion of the others would be a useless
consumption of time.

In order to appreciate the relative importance of the various
legislative propositions looking to farm relief, we must consider
them by comparison.

The marketing features of the Aswell bill are very good, but
I do not like its method of selecting officers, nor its loan fea-
tures. My idea is that the farmer has already borrowed too
much money. What he needs most is some method for payment.
Fifteen years ago the farmers of the United States owed less
than three and a half billion dollars; to-day they owe more than
twelve billion. They can only pay this immense debt by receiv-
ing more than cost of production for what they produce. Any
legislation which does not accomplish this will prove worthless.

Judge Crisp, author of the bill which bears his name, is a
member of my own delegation and a man with whose judg-
ment I nsually find myself in accord. Certainly there is no
Member of the House for whom I have a higher regard and I
am sure of his friendship for me. As I am not inclined to sup-




3062

port his bill, but prefer the Haugen bill instead—a measure to
which he is unalterably opposed—I feel that I should at this
time briefly state some of the salient reasons which impel my
course of action.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] states that the
bill bearing his name is a composite bill, embracing the good
provisions of the various bills or proposals for legislation, and
in addition thereto some others, which, in his judgment, would
bring relief to agriculture. I am quite sure Judge Crisp is
entirely sincere in this statement but 1 do not agree with his
conclusion. We all know the administration of a law is of
ax much importance, or practically so, as the letter of the law
itself. Whatever bill may be passed, the relief or lack of
relief depends to a great degree upon its administration. Let
us consider sections 2 and 3. of the Crisp bill, and what I
may say with reference to the Crisp bill will also apply in
a certain degree to the Aswell bill, for neither of these bills
impose any restrictions upon the appointing power regarding
the selection of members for the board. The Haugen bill does
and herein lies a fundamental difference. YWhat does the ap-
pointment of the board by the President mean?

It means that we will have a politically appointed board:
that we may have men on the board appointed, strictly speak-
ing, not by the President himself, but by some politician or
group of politicians who may or may not have an interest in
agricultural welfare. I am for real farm relief, and when we
create 2 board I want one in which the farmers of this country
will have implicit confidence. I want a board composed of
farmers or of men whom the farmers themselves select and
are willing fo trust. 1 am not willing to create legislative
machinery which will enable the President, if he see fit, to
appoint bankers, lawyers, politicians, or any other class of men
on the board regardless of whether they are satisfactory to
agriculture. I, for one, am unwilling to turn the agricultural
element of onr population over to the tender mercies of a board
composed of the representatives of other industries.

Under provisions of the Haugen bill no such condition is
possible for it provides that proposed board members shall
first be selected by a nominating committee of five. One of
the committee is selected by the Secretary of Agriculture and
the other four by the farmers themselves and cooperative
associations of the districts for which each member of the
board is appointed. The committee of five thus selected for
each district, submits the names of three persons to the
President and he must appoint one member of the board from
this three. Under this arrangement polities will be practically
adjourned and the agricultural interests should thereby be
served.

But the Crisp bill goes one stép further than is proposed
in the Aswell bill. The Aswell bill enables the board to,
at least, name its chairman, but the Crisp bill provides that
the Secretary of Agriculture shall be the chairman of the
board. What does that mean? We all know that the chair-
man of any board is the most important official on it, and
that as a rule the chairman dictates, to a large extent, the
policies of the board.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa.
man yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes.

Mr. DICKINSON of lowa. Is it not also true that under
the Crisp bill the board is an adjunct to the Department of
Agriculture?

Mr. LARSEN. That is so.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Would it not be true that the
Secretary of Agriculture therefore, being the head of that de-
partment, would absolutely dominate the entire transaction?

Mr. LARSEN. Of course that is evidently trne. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture is, of course, always a splendid gentleman,
but nevertheless a political official created by and existing at
the will of the President. The chairman of any board is always
an important official of the organization, but the chairman of
this board, being also the Secretary of Agriculture, would no
doubt completely dominate the board. I am unwilling for the
Necretary of Agriculture to be forced upon this supposedly farm
organization without its consent. With a board selected and
organized either under terms of the Aswell bill or the Crisp bill,
we had just as well gay:

Mr. President, do as you please; Mr. Farmer, take care of yourself
as best you ecan.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes; for a question.

Mr. BLANTON. Do you think the Agricultural Department

and the Secretary of Agriculture are dependable friends of the
farmer?

Hr_. Chairman, will the gentle-
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Mr. LARSEN. Jundging by the resolutions read into the Rec-
orD yesterday bv the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. WEerALD]
and passed, as I understand, by the farm organization of Minne-
sota, I would say that in certain sections, at least, there must be
some doubt; but we must remember that the personnel of the
Secretary of Agriculture changes, and we may have a dozen
different chairmen of that board if the Crisp bill should pass.
The point I make is that we do not want a political official at
the head of the board. We do not want a man in there who
owes his political existence purely and simply to the President
of the United States, We want a man there who is selected by
the farmers themselves, and who will at least feel the respon-
sibility of representing the agricultural interests in preference
to the responsibility of representing a man who holds his ex-
istence in the hollow of his hand.

Mr. BLANTON. Each member of the board is appointed by
the President, and the Supreme Court has held that the Presi-
dent at will ean remove his appointees; so they are political
after all.

Mr. LARSEN. No; they are not, and I will eome to that in
a moment. They would be under the Aswell and Crisp bills,
There is no doubt about that. Under each of these bills you
would have a board created by the President and men solely
responsible to him. I am opposed to any method of selecting
a board which may make of its members chameleon-like char-
acters who can change the color of their political raiment to
meet demands of any Executive under whom they may chance
to serve.

I want a free and independent board, and that is what we get
under the Haugen bill. Why? In the first place, the members
of the board are selected by a committee of five, and of that
committee of five four at least are farmers, and only one of
them, who is not even the chairman of the nominating com-
mittee, is elected by the Secretary of Agriculture. They submit
to the President a list of three names and the President must—
not may—appoint one member of the board from this list of
three. Suppose the President appoints a man and discharges
him the next day, what would happen? The nominating com-
mittee would again convene and send three more of their own
selection to the President of the United States and he again
would be forced to appoint one of the three.

Mr. BLANTON. Will not the gentleman admit that under
the Haugen bill the President has a right to remove any mem-
ber of the board if he wants to?

Mr., LARSEN. Perhaps so; but that is a question of law.

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. And if he did, he would have
to appoint them in the same way, would he not?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes. That is what I said.

But what I am talking about is the method of appointment,
not removal, and, thank God, under the provisions of the
Haugen bill, when a man once fails to function on behalf of
the agricultural interest and his appointment comes up again,
the farmers themselves can remove him and the President can
not put him back. If he be appointed by the President he will
likely keep him there so long as he suits the ideas of the ad-
ministration, whether he suits the ideas of agriculture or not,
For this reason, if for no other, I am opposed to the Aswell
and Crisp bills. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, on January 31 I referred to a reported utter-
ance of Aaron Sapiro, general counsel for the American Cotton
Growers Exchange, made in a speech at the twentieth annual
conference of farmers at the State College of Agriculture,
Athens, Ga., January 27, to the effect that the McNary-Haugen
bill could possibly be of no material aid to cotton growers
under present surplus conditions, and that the farm problem
will never be solved by legislation, but through the organiza-
tion of farmers and proper marketing of their products. I
understand that on account of the address he made he has lost
his position as counsel for the Cotton Growers Exchange.
[Applause.]

While 1 advoeate cooperation and marketing through such
associations, I believe that legislation may be very beneficial
for this purpose, and I also believe that farm legislation of the
proper kind will aid in farm problems. Not only the cotton
farmer, but all classes of farmers.

If legislation will help the banker, the manufacturer, the rail-
roads, and other transportation companies, I can not under-
stand why it will not alzo help agriculture. Legislation has
benefited the coffee and rubber industries. If it helps the coffee
producer of Brazil, I can not understand why it will not help
the farmers of the United States. If it helps the rubber grow-
ers of the British Empire, why can not beneficial legislation be
passed in this country? If beneficial legislation can be enacted
for the men who manufacture into cloth the wool that is shorn
from the back of the farmer’s sheep, I can not understand why
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some form of legislation ean met be enacted that will benefit
the farmer who raizes the sheep. If legislation can be enacted
which will enrich the man in New England who manufactures
boots and shoes from hides taken from animals raised by the
farmer In other sections of this great Nation, I can not under-
stand why we can not at least enaet laws that will enable the
man fo weuar shoes who raises the animals. If legislation ean
e enneted to enable the manufacturer of cotton to accumulate
his milllons, I can not understand why we can not also ensact
legislution that will enable those who grow the cotton to hide
their nakedness, and why we can not enact legislation that will
ennble the farmer who grows the wheat nnd eorn that breads
this Nation, te save a crust for his own hungry children.
[Appluuse. ]

I believe the farmer can bLe helped by legislation, The
Haugen bill has for its main purpose the control of surplus
production, but 1 am certain the Tarmer can be helped in other
Ways.

On December 15 lust 1 brought to the attention of the House
what was going on in the Post Oflice Departiment, where some-
thing like two and one-half million pounds of jute twine is
being used, when cotton twine should be nsed instead. I urged
the use of cotton instead of imported jute. I also called your
attention at that time to the report that one of the depart-
ments of the Government had recently before given out a large
contract for shirting to be used by the Government, and had
stipulnted in the confract that it shonld be made from
Egyptiun cottan, T denounced it then, and I shall continue to
denonnce such poliey.

An interesting article reached my office this morning, It
came from the Daily News Record of New York, and is dated
Wednesday, Febrnary 2. It is an article written by Mr. Leavell
MeCampbell. He points out the steady and tremendous in-
crease in burlap imports, and quotes the scale of wages paid
to employees in India, swho manufacture it. 1 will not read
the article, but it points out that from 1890 to 1809 the yearly
import of jute burlap into this country was 126,929,254 yards,
and that for the period from 1920 to 1927 there was annuaily
imported into this country 098,151,138 yards of jute burlap.

The goods are manufactured in Iundia, and here is the scale
of wages which Mr, McCamphell says is paid by those who man-
ufacture the goods: A carder gets 89 cenls a week; a rougher
$1.85 a week. A spinuer gets $1.40 a week ; a winder gets $1.91
a weelk; a beamer gets 2207 a week; a weaver gets $254 a
week s o coolie gets $£1.19 a week.

The American people are importing abont 1,000,000,000 yards
of jute burlap from India every year and =elling it in compe-
tition with Awmerican cotton goods, while our spindles stand
iille, our labor is unemployed, and our cotton brings less than
its cost of production.

Now, gentlemen, we can remedy that sitnation by elther
creating a sentiment against it or by legislating against it.
I am in favor of either,

I am not advoeating it, nor do I favor it, but we can help
conditions by amending onr immigration law and inereasing
the supply of labor for the industrial enterprises. If we import
Inbor from foreign countries we would cheupen the cost of
production and reduce prices of manufactured articles which
the farmer uses. Bot this wonld flood the country with un-
desirable aliens and would disropt our social fabrie. 1 would
not favor this. I simply mention what can be done by legisla-
tion. The Government can help very much by finding new mar-
kets and by using itself American-grown products—cotton in-
stead of jute, and so forth—but from its present attitude we
are not justified in expecting it.

In conclusion, may I add the Crisp bill i purely and- simply
a subgidy. There enn be no doubt of it. All losses are to
be absorbed by the Government. 1 am opposed to that kind
of legislation, The farmer does not want it, and if he wanted
it T would Le unwilling to give it to him. I do not believe that
any legislation which we may pass will be profitable and
lasting unless we provide for an equalization fee, and I be-
lieve it is sound in principle. If a neighbor uses your wagon,
free of cost, and breaks the tongue, I would think he ought at
least to pot the tongue back before he brings it home. He
should kecp it in repair. That is all the equalization fee does.
It gives the farmer a working capital and enables him to
function. [Applanse.]

The CHAIRRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
Lins expired.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chalrman, I yield five min-
utes to the gentlemian from New York [Mr. REen],

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlemim from New York is recog-
nized for five minutes,

RECORD—IIOUSE 3063

Mr. REED of New York., Mr. Chalrman, much interest has
been manifested by the Members of the House in H. R. 15340,
known as the Federal buildings bill. The past few days many
Members have inquired when the bill would come up for con-
sideration, It will be of interest to the Members to know that
the present plan is to bring the bill H. R. 15340 up for con-
sideration under a suspension of the rules next Monday. I am
mz:!dng this stutement so that every Member may lLave due
notice,

1 wish also to explain fo my colleagues the purpose of the
legislation, It is not necessary to enlarge upon the great need
for this legislation throughout the country. This was well
known to each Member when the act of May 25, 1026, was en-
acted Into law. This aet, you will reeall, anthorized an appro-
priation of $165,000,000, of which £30,000,000 was for sites and
buildings in the District of Columbia and $15.000,000 to take
care of buildings authorized nnder the omnibus public buildings
act of 1913, which could not be built within the limits of cost.
This makes available, under the act of May 25, 1920, the sum
of §100,000,000 for constimetion work in the country at large.
There were certain limitations of expenditure,

It is provided in that act that expenditures may not exceed
$25,000,000 per annum, of which amount not more than $10,000,-
000 may be expended annually in the District of Columbia.
This leaves §135,000,000 to be speut outside the District of Co-
lumbia, but for the fiscal years 1927, 1928, and 1920, respec-
tively, at least one-third shall be for buildings authorized in
prior acts. This leaves only $10,000,000 per annum for new
construction for the entire country during the fiscal years 1927,
1928, and 1929,

It soon becume apparent to the Members of the House that
$10,000,000 spent annually on new projects would not meet the
present and rapidly increasing need of the country. When the
hearings were held on the triangle bill (8. 4063), the subject
wius gone inte very fully, and the testimony of the oMicials of
the Treasury Department and the Post Office Department dis-
closed the necessity for a liberalization of the building program
to meet the urgent needs of the couuiry at large.

The purpose I had in introdncing . R. 15340, anthorizing a
further appropriation of $100,000,000 for Federal buildings,
was fo liberalize the bullding program without changing the
policy of the act of May 25, 1926. What it actnally does in this
respect is to inercase the annual expenditure from $235,000,000
to £35,000,000,

It does not inerease either the annnal expendifure or the
total expenditure for the Distriet of Columbia as provided in
the act of May 235, 1926, The entire $100,000,000 authorized in
I IR, 15340 ns amended by the committee will be spent out-
side of the Distriet of Columbia,

In other words, it will make available anonally for building
construction ontside the Distriet of Columbia $20,000,000 instead
of $10,000,000, It is provided further, as amended, that—

* * * not more than £305,000,000 In the aggregate shall be ox-
pended annually (exeepl that any part of the balance of stuch sum of
§£35,000,000 remaining unexpended at the end of any year may be »
expended In any subsequent year without reference to this lmitalon).

I wish to eall your attention to the fact that under the pro-
visions of this legislation there will be available after the years |
1927, 1928, and 1920 $25,000,000 annually for the conntry at
large, and after the expiration of five years there will be
available for the country at large the sum of $335,000,000.

The liberalization of the aect of May 25, 1926, will meet the
urgent needs of the country at a much earlier date than would
otherwise be possible. It will bring relief to the smaller citics,
where conditions are in many instances intolerable,

The fallure to enact this legisintion will cause inexcusable
delay in meeting a widespread national emergency,

This legislation will conform to the pelicy embodied in the
act of May 25, 1026; it is in harmony with the DPresident’s
financial program; and it has the approval of the Post Office
Department and the Treasury Department.

I hope that every Member of the House will be present and
support this bill. [Applause.]

ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC BUILDING BILLS

Act of May 25, 1926 H. R. 15340 (Reed bill)

Anthorization - ___ $1G5, 000, 000 Further authoriza-
e T TS S $100, 000, 000

Extension limit of

FoT . S 15, 000, 000
Bites and buildings,

District of 0=

lumbla o0, 000, 000
Country outside of

IMstriet of Co-

lombig oo 100, 000, 000  Increase to————-- — 200, 000, 000
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Act of May 25, 1928
LIMITATIONE

CONGRESSIONAL

H. B. 15350 (Reed bill)
LIMITATIONS

Annual expenditore.  $25, 000, 000 Incresse fo ... ... $35, 000, 000
Annually In Disirlet ' 55

of Columbia_____ 10, 000, 000
1027 1928, and

1050, per annum,

outside of Dis-

triet of Colnmbin,

buildings author-

{zod In prior acts. 5, 000, 000
New  projects out-

ot o 10, 000, 000 Makes available. 20, 000, 000

After third year, for
- new projects out-
giile of District glde  of Distriet
. T 15, 0600, 000 of Columbia . 25, 004, 000
After fifth year for After fifth year, for

new projects out- new projects out-

gide of District glde of District

of Columhia_. . 25, 000, 000 of Columbin_ ____ A5, 000, 000

LIMITATION BY AMENDMERT

Unexpended balance of $35,000,-
000 may be cxpended In any sub-
sefuenl year.

This act eontemplates & survey ‘his  bill  liberalizes rprogmm
of the publie bnimin& needs of the without changing policy of the act
couniry and provides that the of May 25, 1020,
£100,000,000 authorized for l.ipubu.n: —
buildings outside the District of
Columbia shall be alloented to the
difercnt States, where bulldings
aro found to he necessary, in such
manner as to distribute same fuirly
on the basis of area, population,
und postal receipts.

Mr. Chairman, I have made an analysis of this bill and I
ask unanimous consent to extend that analysis in the Recorp
as a part of my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
nnanimons consent fo extend his remarks as indicated, 1Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman made the statement that
the effect of his bill would nltimately be for the relief of some
of the small towns in the country. Does it affect the guestion
of policy with reference to receipts of $20,000 or over. Would
jt have the effect of giving towns with receipis of $15,000 a
look-in on this proposed extension?

Mr. REED of New York. That I do not know. We estab-
lished a policy and that is in the hands of the Postmaster
Genernl and the Treasury Department. However, I want to
gay this to the gemtleman, that unless we do secure legirlation
liberalizing this proposition there is absolutely no chance for
relief in the rest of the country for a period of years
[Applanse. ]

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 50 minutes
to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. LeaTHERwoop]. [Applanse.]

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, in discussing the development of the Colorado River
I would much prefer to talk to you without notes, but for the
sake of accuracy of statement I shall confine myself largely to
some notes which I have prepared.

The issue raised by the Swing-Johnson bill is not as to the
need of flood control for the Imperial Valley of California.
The controversy centers abont the method by which this flood
coutrol shall be provided. It is represcnted that this bill as
uow proposed represents the best possible plan; that the
measure proposed will confer not only great protection to the
Imperial Valley but will confer a great boon upon the people
of the United States at no cost to the taxpayer.

Those having this conception of the bill say that opposition
and eriticilsm are merely perverse obstruction. Hence it is
charged agninst opponents that they are influenced by malign
and selfish forces which would deprive not only Californians but
the people at large of a great gift in order that selfish greed
muy be satisfied. We find these propouents obsessed with
visions of trusts and sinister combinations of evil powers behind
every opponent, One would be led to think in fact that there
wag an evil conspiracy on foot to drown the fine citizens of
the United States who live in the Imperial Valley, to destroy
the future greatness of the city of Los Angeles, to stop the
further growth of all of southern California.

Now, I am one of those opposed to this bill in its present
form, and yet 1 hope it is unnecessary for me to assure my
fellow Members of the Congress that I find in my heart no such
evil designs or sinister purpose. On the contrary, I am, in
common with others who are opposed to this legislation, in en-
tire and hearty nceord with the advertised purpioses and aims
of this bill. I am anxious to lend such assistance as I ean to-
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ward providing flood control for the Imperial Valley and needed
domestic and irrigation water for all of southern California.

I have devoted several years to the study of the problem in-
volved here; I have sat throngh hundreds of hours of hearings
and discussions dealing with the development of the lower Colo-
rado River. I think I can claim to be at least reasonably well
informed concerning this legislation in all its aspeets, And
with all the information-and facts thus made avallable to me
i)a;en unalile to agree that this bill is what it is represented

However the bill may have been originally conceived, T charge
that it is not now a flood-control measure, but primarily n
scheme for power development through which it is proposed to
embuark the United States Government upon two grave depsar-
tures from its established policy. These two new policies which
this bill wounld inaungurate are Government ownership and oper-
ation of great electrical enterprises and Federal control over
economie activities within the State which have heretofore been
gecepted as belonging to State control.

%;Elem are three objections to this legislation as it is pro-
posed :

First, Congress has no authority under which it can accom-
plish anything by passing this bill.

Second. It violates a fundamental policy of the Government
with respect to public ownership.

Third, It vicolates n second fundamental policy in proposing
serious invasion of the rights of States and interferences with
State sovereignty.

The bill, as it is now framed, provides that before it can be-
come effective there must be an agreement between six of the
seven interested States. There is no such agreement in exist-
¢nce. California has not ratified the six-State compact except
upon condition that this legislation be passed. Utah has with-
drawn from the six-State compact because of the threat of this
legislation in the form in which it is now proposed.

The action of Utah was taken last month by an almost unani-
mous vote of the State legislature. I think that action was
fully justified by the facts. It is useless to argue now whether
or not it was justified. Congress is faced with the fact that
Utah did withdraw from the six-State agreement because of this
legislation in its proposed form, and to pass the legislation in
the face of that fact is merely to invite delay and litigation.

The seven-State Colorado River compact was drafted for the
protection of the States in the upper and lower Colorado River
Basins, and constituted an effort to reach an agreement on
rights that wonld eliminate the possibility of costly and in-
terminable litigation.

Six States—QColorado, Wyoming, Utah, New Mexico, Califor-
nig, and Nevada—ratified the pact without reservation, Arizona
alone declining to ratify.

When Arizona’s refusal to approve the compact without fur-
ther adjustments and negotiations became evident the repre-
sentation was made that California wounld suffer great economic
loss if a way was not founud to permit that State to proceed with
the development it required.

Upon such representation, and solely for the purpose of re-
moving from California’s path the handicaps imposed by Ari-
zona's reluctance to ratify the compact, a six-SBtate agreement,
based on all the essentials of the seven-State compact, was
drafted and this was unconditionally ratified by five States—
Colorado, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, and New Mexico.

California, the one State demanding immediate action, re-
fused to ratify, and under the leadership of those sponsoring
the Swing-Johnson bill imposed conditions which in the light of
subsequent events proved merely to be an attempt at coerciou
upon the other interested States.

Utah entertained and still entertains the warmest feelings
of friendship for California. We have demonstrated our good
will. We feel that what benefits California benefits Utah and
that our welfare and progress will help that State, We do not
wani to be placed in the position of rivalry with any State,
but that undesirable condition is certain to develop if groups
or factions in California pursne the course they have followed
in regard to the Colorado River and its development.

Utah refuses to be made the cat's-paw of any State or any
group within a State. We will not stand in the way of Call-
fornia’s progress, but we shall be alert to prevent any State,
any faction, from gaining selfish advantage at our expense.

The record of Utah is clear. We have shown our desire to
work in harmony with our sister States. When we are ap-
proached on the same straightforward basis we shall be glad
to proceed in the future as we have in the past.

Utah's repeal of its unconditional approval of the six-Btate
pact is not a withdrawal of any willingness to work out the
river problem; we have merely acted to plance ourselves on the
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same basis occupied by California. In all the discussions of
Utah’s withdrawal from the six-State compact it should be
remembered that California has never become a party to the
six-State compact.

Myr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I prefer to go on with my statement
and to yield later, but I will yield now for a short question.

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. I simply wanted to ask the gen-
tleman the present estimated cost of the Boulder Dam project.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. In the present bill it is estimated at
$125,000,000.

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Does that include the all-Ameri-
can canal?

Mr, LEATHERWOOD. I understand it does.

Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman yield for a short question?

Mr. LEATHERWOOD., I will be pleased to yield.

Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman tell us why Utah with-
drew from the compact?

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Yes; if the gentleman will follow me
I think he will get an answer from my remarks, and if I do
not cover the matter fully I will be glad to yield later; but,
briefly, we withdrew from the compact because it was sought
to put this legislation through Congress and accomplish all
that our sister State of California wanted, and by so doing and
with only a six-State compact we would be left at the mercy of
any State that failed to ratify the agreement, and under the
law applicable to the appropriatien of unappropriated waters in
those western streams any appropriation made by a State in the
lower basin not bound by the agreement would create a pri-
ority as against my State and the other upper-basin States in
the compact. Briefly, that is why we withdrew. The same
cantion, the same deliberation that prompted California to put
the following condition upon her ratification, prompted the
people of my State to be likewise careful and cautious. I call
your attention to the resolution of California withdrawing from
the compact, I will read the privso:

Provided, however, That sald Colorado River compact shall not be
binding or obligatory upon the State of California by this or any former
approval—

You see, she put a condition upon her seven-State ratifica-
tion—

by this or any formeér approval thereof, or, in any event, until the
President of the United States shall certify and declare (a) that
the Congress of the United States has duly authorized and directed the
construction by the United States of a dam in the main stream of the
Colorado River at or below Boulder Canyon adequate to create a storage
reservoir of a capacity of not less than 20,000,000 acre-feet of water;
and (b) that the Congress of the United States has exercised the power
and jurisdiction of the United States to make the terms of said Colo-
rado River compact binding and effective as to the waters of the said
Colorado River.

Our sister State has elected to sit back and say that she will
come into this agreement when she gets everything she ever
hoped for and ever asked for. Do you criticize any other State
in that great basin for exercising the same caution and the
same care in its conduet with reference to this proposed agree- |
ment?

Mr. ARENTZ. Does the gentleman want that answered now
or later?

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I do not yield now. I will take the
gentleman on, and all the rest of the proponents of the bill, a
little later.

It should be clearly understood that in the absence of consent
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on the part of the States to Federal control of the waters to
the extent here proposed there is no power in the Congress to
exercise that control. The rights of the seven States in the
waters of the Colorado River can only be finally determined by
the Supreme Court of the United States.

May I say here, gentlemen, that you must bear in mind that
there are only two sources from ‘which an allocation of the |
unappropriated waters of these western streams can be had;
one by the States themselves entering into a voluniary agree-
ment or treaty by and with the censent of the Congress; and
the other through a court of competent jurisdiction. But Con-
gress has no power to allocate the waters of one of these
western streams where the doctrine of prior appropriation ap-
plies. Action by Congress at this time would only result in
foreing this issue info the Supreme Court. '

If it be thought, as was suggested in the hearing before the
Rules Committee by Chairman SwmrrH, that this should be
done, then Congress might pass this legislation with the un-
derstanding that that will be the result.

Evidently, emboldened somewhat by the spirit of the chair-
man of the Committee on Irrigation, a few days ago the
Commissioner of Reclamation wrote a letter. I am constrained
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to think, perhaps, that he wrote it with the object of having
it inserted in a speech that was made by a modern Horatius
who stood at the bridgehead and stopped all lobbies passing
that way save and except the Boulder Dam Association: and
the learned doctor in writing this letter fell into two very
grievous errors, Like many who have attempted to discuss
this question, he assumed that the Congress had the power to
go ahead and allocate the waters of this great river. Then
again he subscribed, methinks, to the doctrine that has been
held all along by certain proponents of this bill that we should
go ahead and pass this legislation irrespective of what effect
it might have upon the economic future of the upper basin
States. He thinks only of a great dam and is willing to go
ahead, no matter what the effect might be on the upper basin
States, so long as California gets what she waunts.

He says in that letter that Congress might go ahead and
pass legislation irrespective of the compact by reserving to
the upper basin States 7,500,000-acre feet of water overlook-
ing the fact that Congress has no power to make an allocation,
and how could an act of Congress contain the terms of an
agreement which never existed and may never come into
existence,

Now let me suggest that if my good friend, the Commis-
gioner of Reclamation will keep in mind that there are rights
in the upper basin States just as sacred as any on the
lower river, and if he will cease dreaming about playing with
the greatest power plant ever dreamed of in the history of
the world, it will not be long before we have legislation that
will give California the protection to which she is entitled.

But Utab—and I speak only for my State—will act very
promptly if the Commissioner of Reclamation or the chairman
of the Committee on Irrigation seek to secure legislation that
will injure the people of my State.

Men of Congress, let us be fair in this matter and meet
each other half way. If anyone is selfish enough to force my
State and the State of my colleague, the gentleman from
Arizona, into court, do you not realize that you will delay the
(evelopment proposed in this bill by 10, 12, and maybe 15
years.

Now for a few moments I want to say something about
Iobbies. I hold no brief for any lobby. I had hoped that it
would never be necessary to refer to this subject, but in view
of certain statements that have been made in both branches of
Congress and that have appeared in the press throughout
the country, I feel that I must say something on the question.

Very early in the hearings before the committee one of the
members of the committee was rash enough to infer that any
person who opposed the legislation and the purpose of the legis-
lation was a tool of the Power Trust, On behalf of myself and
the people of my State, I aceepted that challenge and we went
into the facts in the hearings in detail as to whether or not
there were any sinister influences back of this matter trying
to prevent this legizlation. As a resuit of all that investigation
and the extensive hearings, there is not a syllable to show that
there has ever been a dollar spent by any individual or com-
bination of individuals, in lobbying or otherwise, to prevent the

| passage of this bill.

The record does show that thousands and thousands of dol-
lars have been expended by the Boulder Dam Association in
maintaining lobbies and in keeping gentlemen here urging this
legislation.

Now, gentlemen, understand me correctly. Personally, I am
not criticizing the activity of the Boulder Dam Association or
any other combination of men in seeking to pass legislation in
which they are interested, but it does seem to me that it is
pertinent fo remind the proponents of this bill that before you
become too severe in your criticism you should remember that
you, yourselves, have set the example by the ruthless expendi-
ture of large sums of money in or about the Halls of Congress,
Let him that is without sin cast the first stone.

Complaints have been made here about telegrams—that some
mysterious power was trying to prevent the passage of the bill.
My good Democrats on this side of the House, do you not re-
member a few months ago that every one of you got an emer-

| gency telegram telling you if you did not vote for the Boulder

dam, you might never again hear the soft voice of the emblem
of your party. [Laughter.]

Men on the Republican side, do you not remember you got
floods of telegrams telling you that unless you promptly passed
the Boulder dam bill your elephant would disappear forever
into the grand canyon of oblivion, leaving no track, trace, or
semblance to remind you that he ever existed? [Laughter.]

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Not now. One ardent advocate of
this bill yvouchsafed the statement that unless the bill was
promptly passed a new party would spring up and it would
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have for its platform Government ownership of public utilities.
Perils all around us, all about us, we are threatened by this
lobby that has spent thousands upon thousands of dollars, as
shown by the hearings before the Committee on Irrigation in
1024,

My good friend, Col. Benjamin Franklin Fly, admits that
he has distributed large quantities of citrus fruit in and about
Washington in the hope that the delicions flavor of this fruit
would soften the hearts of the recipients so that they would
vote for the Boulder dam. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, there are in
the United States more than 2,000,000 men and women who
have the major portion of their savings invested in private cor-
porations engaged in the generation of electrical energy. Me-
thinks they might have some right to even express an opinion
with reference to legislation that might affect the business in
which their savings are invested. Thousands and thousands of
them have not to exceed four or five hundred dollars invested
in this business, When we want to create some prejudice on
the floor of the House we always try to array capital against
the common people and the common people against capital. As
I said a moment ago, I hold no brief for any lobby. I believe
there is a proper way to present the views of individuals or
gronps. Personally, if I had the power, I would make it im-
possible for any lobby to exist in or about the city of Wash-
ington. The pay rolls of the Boulder Dam Association show
many things, even the name of one upon whose shoulders rests
the mantle of national legislative responsibility.

1 have proposed two principal amendments to this bill. One
is to protect the rights of my State to the waters of the river,
I have not the time to discuss the details of the amendments.
Ancther amendment provides that the question of the disposi-
tion of the power at the great dam proposed to be built shall
be regulated and controlled by the Federal Power Commission.
I invite the attention of my Republican colleagues to this fact,
I have not gone ouf and sought support for these amendments.
I have not attempted to get commifments from any person,
high or low, in the Government service. I have not gone to
your offices and sought your individual support for these amend-
ments. I have tried to go along with what I believe to be the
poliecy of my party. Let us see how far I have gone astray. I
call your attention to the following plank in the National Re-
publican platform, adopted at Cleveland, in 1924:

The prosperity of the American Nation rests on the vigor of private
initiative which has bred a spirit of independence and self-reliance.
The Republlean Party stands now, as always, against all attempts to
put the Government into business. American industry should not be
compelled to struggle against Government competition. The right of
the Government to regulate, supervise, and control public utilities in
the public interest we believe should be strengthened, but we are firmly

opposed to the nationalization or Government ownership of the public.

utilities,
I call your attention to another plank in that same platform:

The Federal water power act establishes a national water-power policy,
and the way has thereby been opened for the greatest water-power de-
velopment in our history under conditions which preserve the initiative
of our people while protecting the public interest.

In drawing my amendments I thought I was going along with
my party, and I think so yet. I believe those two planks of
the national platform were made to stand upon and not to run
upon.

These amendments had two objects: First, further protection
of the States of Utah amd other upper basin States against
loss of their rights in the water of the Colorado River, and
second, the placing of the power rights at the dam under the
control of the Federal Power Commission and subject to the
Federal water power act. If any further proof were needed
of the faet that this is primarily a power proposition it has
been furnished by the bitterness with which these amendments
I:;rinllﬁting to power have been fought by the proponents of this

1.

It should be emphasized that the amendments I proposed
do not militate against the primary objects of the bill. They
do not eliminate the Government appropriation for the dam;
they in mo way interfere with the construction of the All-
American Canal; they leave the Secretary of the Interior in
full conirol of the operation of the dam, and specifically pro-
vide that power rights shall be subject to the superior rights
of flood control, and use of water for irrigation and domestie
purposes. These amendments simply remove the governmental
ownership feature of the bill, and provide for the handling of
the power at this dam according to the established policy for
handling water-power development throughout the United
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States; that is, the granting of licenses by the Federal Power
Commission under the terms of the Federal water power act.

Yet, these amendments have been strenuously opposed and
the effect of them falsely represented. The attempt has been
made through a section of the press to intimidate the Members
of Congress into opposition to these amendments under the cry
of “power trust,” and ulterior influence. I think the time has
long since passed when these tacties of the demagogue in the
false and malicious misleading of the public opinion have any
effect upon the Congress. But the fact that it has been at-
tempted, that speeches insinuating malevolent influences at
work against flood control and reclamation for the benefit of
selfish interests, have been made in Congress, unmask the real
purposes behind this bill—that if inauguration of public owner-
ship of power projects.

If this is not so, if these gentlemen who profess themselves
s0o. much interested in providing flood control, who harry the
feelings of Congress about the terrible menace to the Imperial
Valley, are in fact not primarily interested in Government own-
ership of power, why is it that they choose to oppose with all
their might and every sort of influence, falsely inspired and
otherwise, amendments to their bill which have no other effect
upon it than to remove the peril of Government ownership and
operation from it? These amendments do not prevent the
financing of the project through the sale of power rights, If
it ean be financed through the sale of power, as they represent,
but which I very much doubt, it can be financed quite as well
through the established system of issuing licenses for power
rights under the Federal water power act.

The only argument that I have heard advanced to support the
assertion that these amendments would militate against the
success of the projeet is that the Government would be at the
mercy of those who would lease the power rights. In other
words, that unless the Government has the right to build
power plants, the municipal and public utility purchasers of
power rights would hold the Government up. Such an argu-
ment does not stand examination for one moment. Either there
is a market for this power or there is not. If there ig, the
Government can make contracts for the right to use the water
quite as well as for the sale of the power after it Is generated.
If there is no market for it or no sufficient demand for it, then
the Government will be unable to dispose of it after it is gen-
erated. The only difference is that the Government will not
have the extra $31,500,000 invested for the building of power
plants. For it must be understood that the Government, so
the sponsors of the bill say, does not intend to distribute the
power; that is, to take it to market. The bill would, in my
judgment, permit the distribution of the power. If the Govern-
ment must wait at the dam for the purchasers to ¢ome, why
will they come any more readily because the power is gener-
ated? May this not be a subterfuge by which if the purchasers
do mot appear the Government might go out into the open
market and peddle the power? No, gentlemen, there is posi-
tively no escape from it—this issue is Government ownership
and operation against ownership and operation by municipali-
ties and private capital under State regulation,

I said a moment ago I had not gone out and solicited sup-
port or commitments from any individual or group of individ-
uals, either in official life or otherwise, I have tried to go along
with the platform of my party and with the expressed views
of the leaders of my party. I call attention to the expressions
and views of some charged with the responsibility of govern-
ment much higher in official life than myself.

In his message to Congress December 8, 1925, President
Coolidge said with reference to Muscle Shoals: :

If anything were nceded to demonstrate the almost utter incapacity
of the Nantional Government to deal direetly with an industrial and
commercial problem it has been provided by our experience with this
property. We have expended vast fortunes, we have taxed everybody,
but we are unable to secure results which benefit anybody. This prop-
erty ought to be transferred to private management under conditions
which will dedieate it to the public purpose for which it was conceived.

In his inaugural address March 4, 1925, President Coolidge
said:

Mhis administration has come Into power with a very clear and
definite mandate from the people. The expression of the popular will
in favor of maintaining our constitutional guaranties was overwhelming
and decisive, There was a manifestation of such faith in the integrity
of the courts that we ecan consider that issue rejected for some time
to come. Likewise, the policy of public ownership of railroads and
certain electric utilities met with unmistakable defeat. The people
declared that they wanted their rights to have not a political but a
judicial determination, and their independence and freed continued
and supported by baving the ownership and control of their property,
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not in the Government but in their own hands. As they always do
when they have a fair chance, the people demonstrated that they are
sound and are determined to have a sound government.

In an address October 22, 1924, President Coolidge said:

¢ * * Measured by our experience, by efficiency of service, by
rate of wages puld, we have everything to lose and nothing to gain by
public ownership. It would be a most perilous undertaking, both to the
welfare of business and the independence of the people.

The letter from Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace, writ-
ten March 24, 1624, with reference to this legislation, which
will be found as an appendix to my minority report, expressly
points out that the bill proposes that the United States should
undertake a new naional activity—

the bLusiness of constructing facilifies for production of electric power
for general disposition, an activity which, if logically pursued, has
possibilitics of demands upon the Federal Treasury in amounts far
beyond those now involved in reclamation and highway constructjon
combined.

That letter, after pointing out why this should not be under-
taken without an understanding that it is a proposal to reverse
the policy of the Government, further recommends that this
power be handled under the Federal water power act. I spe-
cifically direct your attention to these statemenfs in that letter:

In 1920, after many years of consideration, Congress adopted a gen-
eral policy with respeet to power development on sites under Federal
control. That policy has been attended with marked success. Mil-
lions of horsepower are being constructed under the terms of the Fed-
eral water power act. These sites are being held in public ownership
under public control, with every essential public interest protected.

I would not insult the intelligence of this Hounse by under-
taking an answer to the suggestion that has been put forward
that failure of the Government to develop this water power
means the turning over of billions of dollars of public property
and resources to “ private trusts.” The demagogue, of course,
must resort to this malicions misrepresentation to put over the
follies of Government ownership. But all thinking people, all
who have given any study to the problem whatsoever, must
know that water power in the United States developed under
the Federal water power act is developed, as these Cabinet offi-
cers have said, with every essential public interest protected.

The public utilities who undertake developments under State
or National laws are hedged about with restrictive regulations
which prevent overcapitalization, which require that income
shall be computed on the amount actually invested and invested
in necessary improvements. Earnings are regulated ; rates are
restricted under these rules. There is no taking away from
the people of these great resources. Instead, they are de-
veloped for the people, under protective regulations; private
capital is employed and Government funds raised from the
taxpayers of the Nation are not diverted to wasteful, bureaun-
cratic administration of business enterprises. Furthermore,
the private lessees from governmental agencies are noft given
ownership of sites, but at the end of 50 years the Government
may take over these sites from the lessees, It is the basest
sort of misrepresentation therefore to say that unless the Gov-
ernment owns and operates these developments, the people will
be exploited for private gain. The truth is that the taxpayers
of the Nation will be explo’ted for the benefit of® bureaucratic
inefficiency under the plan of Government ownership and oper-
ation.

Here is the opinion of other Cabinet officers:

Secretary Work, in his testimony before the committee on
this bill in its old fotm, H. R. 2003 (hearings on H. R. 2903
at p. 1032), says:

Private enterprise can carry on works of that scope so much cheaper,
that in my opinion they can take care of the interest and compete
with the Government on a project of that kind and take the business
away from it.

Again, at page 1028 of the same hearings, his testimony ap-
pears as follows:

I am opposed to the Government doing anything that an individual
or a company can do as well and as cheaply, and under the laws of
most States the rate is prescribed by the State government as to what
charge shall be made for power sold in that State. They may pre-
scribe the height of the poles, the eolor of them, even. So it is under
State government control although generated by private enterprise.

Secretary Weeks, in the 'same hearings, said, as appears from
page 1006:

Now the Federal Power Commission, in sending you that letter to which
I have just referred (the letter of March 24, 1924), had no other pur-
pose than the best way of developing this great river. We did believe,

and do now, that the method proposed in the bill which you have
before you is not the most economical way of doing it.

Personally T am opposed to Government operation wherever the opera-
tion can be carried on under private auspices and with private capital.

Generally speaking, I think the Government is the least effective of all
agencies for carrying on business operations,

Secretary Wallace, in the same hearings, said, as appears at
page 1040 thereof :

My own fecling with reference to this river is that it should be
developed by private enterprise, under the terms of the Federal water
power act. That Federal water power act was enacted by Congress
after prolonged debate and consideration of all these questions, It was
very properly committed to the administration of the three Secretaries—
of War, Interior, and Agriculture—for the very good reasons that each
of them had to do with the development of power in their respective
departments, and because of the fact that you had three independent
departments having to do with power it was very dificult to get
intelligent action. Omne would grant a permit sometimes where another
would not.

That act puts the responsibility in the hands of those three admin-
istrative offices in order to avoid the difficulties which had existed up
to that time.

And let me say further that I think the Federal Power Commission
is the most conspicuous illustration you have of the efficient coordina-
tion of Government departments.

At page 1041, the following in the testimony of Secretary
Wallace :

I am in favor of developing this river under the provisions of the
Federal water power act, which throws ample safegnuards around the
usge of the stream and which was designed to, and I think does, protect
the interests of all people.

Last year, on March 3, 1926, in his last appearance before the
committee considering this bill now before you, Secretary
Hoover said with reference to this point:

In the bill as it is now proposed, there are a number of secondary
amendments which I believe conld well be hammered out by the com-
mittee. For instance, it seems to me that we should not depart from
the national policy established by the water power act and that the
handling of the power question at this dam should be placed in the
hands of the Federsl Power Commission to glve licenses for the nse
of the water for power purposes under the water power act without
imposing a new system of allocation. Of course, any licenses issued
should be subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior as
to the major purposes of finance of the obligations of the Government,
and other requirements of the region.

I bave no sympathy with the Federal Government going into the
power business,

Now, as I have said, my amendments do exactly what these
cabinet officers have recommended—place this power develop-
ment under the Federal water power act—simply that and
nothing more.

Permit me also to call your attention to the following in
letter of Seeretary Mellon with reference to this bill, written on
March 18, 1926, to Chairman ADDISON SMITH :

I believe that in general, sound, public policy in America, as else-
where, is to encourage private Initiative and not to have Government
ownership or operation of projects which can be handled by private
capital nnder proper Government regulations. The Government oper-
ation of railroads in thiz country was our largest experiment on this
line, and a comparison of public and private operation in that field
justifies my faith in private enterprise. Canadian and European
experience is the same. To get the Government out of business, whether
it be in banks, utilities, or monopolies, has become ome of the most
essential steps to a permanent fiscal restoration of Europe, and I am
loathe to have the United States embark on enterprises not strictly
governmental in their nature. The fact that a government ean furnish
capital at lower rates of inlerest is illusionary, if there be taken into
account that the publlc project pays no tax, and therefore does not
bear its share of the cost of government. It seems to me that if the
project is one which can pay its own way, private capital can be
found. If it can not pay its own way, then we should consider whether
all taxpayers throughout the United States should be taxed for the
benefit of a part of the country.

Now, the only argument that I have heard for putting the
Government into this particular project is that because of its
international aspect, and because it is connected with a flood
control and irrigation project, it should be handled by the
Government. Not one of these reasons present a single argu-
ment. They are all based upon the assumption that if the
Government does not own and operafe the power plant, these
other things will be interfered with; but it is expressly pro-
vided that all power licenses shall be subject to the superior
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right of the Secretary of the Interior to the control of the water
for all purposes., There is nothing whatever to take the con-
trol out of hiz hands or to interfere with it if the licenses are
taken subject to these conditions. These reasons are baseless;
they are mere camouflage, and a second thought and study will
show them to be so.

I want to call your attention for a moment to one or two
things that are claimed by the proponents of the bill. It
is claimed that there is an optional provision in it by which
the Secretary of the Imterior could lease the right to generate
power at the dam. I also want to call your attention to the
fact that the present Secretary has made his election with
reference to that guestion, and has said that the Government
should construct the generating works at the dam.

1 am not sure but that I would be content to let this question
rest if the present Secretary of the Interior should have the
execution of this legislation. But I have no assurance, and
you have none, that if this proposed act should become a
law that he will execute it. I am persuaded that any time
you give any department or bureau of the Government here
at Washington an option to do something, they will do it
And therefore I assume with a great deal of assurance that
if there is any option given the Government to construct this
plant, its agents will construct it and go into the power busi-
ness. That is the dream of the Commissioner of Reclamation.
The proponents of the bill have consulted him at all times
and he has shaped the power provisions of the proposed act.

Some of the proponents say the power will be sold at
the switechboard. It may be, or it may be sold somewhere
else. I warn all of you on both sides of the Chamber that
you are not going to get away from the responsibility of
deciding whether the Government shall go into the power
business by saying that the power is to be sold at the switeh-
board. The question is for you to determine whether you are
going to put the Government into the power business or
whether you are going to keep it out.

1 want to eall your attention also briefly to another serious
objection to this bill which I think will particularly appeal
to my Democratic collesgues. You will find a tendency on the
part of the Federal Government to invade the rights of the
States and to assume control of public utilities; to take from
the States their right to control and manage these industries.
The provisions of this bill with reference to transmission lines
are in point. I want to call your attention briefly to what
Secretary Hoover said on that subject in his address at the
National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners
on October 14, 1925.

The Secretary said:

I can Imagine no more profound invasion of Btate sovereignty than
the substitution of Federal for State control of electric ntilities.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Utah has
expired.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa.
man 10 additional minutes.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Quoting further from the Secretary:

The infinite energies of this great mass of humanity will be dulled and
their progress stopped if we are to attempt more than a minor part
of their government from Washington. 1 believe there is no surer
method of sapping the foundations of self-government and the sense of
responsibility of our citizens than unnecessary extension of Federal con-
trol over these economic services which so vitally touch the life of every
family, every industry, and every community.

It, therefore, becomes our duty to examine every proposed step in this
direction, and where it is not impelled by a resolute necessity we must
oppose it, if only for the purpose of the preservation of self-govern-
ment. There are some economic services which must be regulated by
Federal authority. Our problemy is to apply these touchstones to each
and every case.

There is one other point I desire to call to your attention. It
is confidently asserted by the proponents of the bill that the
cost will not exceed $125,000,000. It is important for you to
congider this, and for this reason: It is proposed in the bill that
the Secretary of the Interior shall go out and get contracts suffi-
cient to pay for the construction of all the things provided for in
the biil on the basis of the total cost of $125,000,000. However,
there is mo assurance that the total cost will be $125,000,000.
My candid judgment, based upon past experience, is that the
cost will be nearly twice $125,000,000. Why do I say that?
There will'no doubt be brought before this House certain reports
by engineers of the Reclamation Service, the last of which, I
think, was prepared by F. E. Weymouth, who for a number of
years worked in the engineering department of the Bureau of
Reclamation,

Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentle-
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Gentlemen will point to that and tell you there are the esti-
mates and there are the figures limiting and fixing the cost of
this great construction, the greatest the world has ever dreamed
of ; but I say to you there is nothing in that report except gen-
eral estimates, and the engineers to whom it was submitted
disagreed with Weymouth's conclusions. Now, if it should cost
more than §125,000,000, the Secretary having contracted upoh
the basis of $125,000,000, who is going to pay the difference?

But my time is limited and I simply want to eall your atten-
tion to how close these engineers of the Reclamation Service
get to the facts in making these estimates. I hold in my hand
a table of estimated costs of certain reclamation projects and
the actual costs after construction. Just for a moment I want
to give you the results in two or three case® I find on the Salt
River project that the estimated cost by these engineers, the
men who estimated this work, was $5,650,000, while the actunal
cost, in round numbers, was $10,548,000. On the Yuma project
they estimated $2,700,000, while the actual cost was $9,026,000.
On the Uncompahgre project the estimated cost was $2,500,000
and the actual cost was $6,715,000. On the Minidoka project
the estimated cost was $2,5638,000 and the actual cost £8,054,000.
On the North Platte project the estimated cost was $3,500,000
and the actual cost was $13,672,000. On the Yakima project the
estimated cost was $6,500,000, while the actupl cost was $12,161,-
000. The men who made those estimates for the Government
are the men who are figuring the cost of this great project at
$125,000,000. Now, in fairness, let me say there are some two
or three projects that fell below the estimated eost, but I under-
stand certain units were left out of the original estimates, -

All of this is worth thinking about, gentlemen, before you
obligate the Government to pay for such an uncertain under-
taking. Engineers have never before dreamed of undertaking
such a stupendous job.

Now, in conclusion. Much has been said here and elsewhere
of the responsibility of those opposing the enactment of the
Swing-Johnson bill. Mention has been made of the danger to
the lives and the property of the 60,000 men, women, and chil-
dren living in Imperial Valley in southern California.

There is a real and constant danger there. It is recognized
no less by the opponents of this measure than by its proponents.
Those energetic and courageous people deserve the utmost en-
couragement and the fullest protection, both of their lives and
of their property.

The Federal Government, under well-established policy and
practice, has an obligation to the people of Imperial Valley.
They should be protected from flood. Flood protection is the
fundamental need, and storage of water for irrigation, domestie
supply, and hydroelectric development are matters of secondary
importance.

It is obviously true that any development in the Colorado
River should be made to serve every possible useful purpose.
There can be no logical objection to the fullest development by
California or by any other State or other agency of the poten-
tial resources of the river, but this development must be accom-
plished in keeping with the best interests of all concerned.

In addition to protection from flood Imperial Valley needs
a regulated supply of water during the low flow of the river.
That can be accomplished without committing the Federal
Government to an elaborate and purely speculative venture into
competition with its own citizens.

We have heard for years of the crying necessity for flood
protection, and when we have assembled all the facts and
become persuaded of this vital need, we suddenly find ourselves
confronted with an entirely new situation. Although used as
a nominal argument, flood protection becomes merely a stalk-
ing horse for something else—for Government ownership, for
an invasion of the rights of the States, for visionary schemes,

Thiz Government does have a responsibility to the people
of Imperial Valley so far as protection from the ravages of the
Colorado River is concerned. It is a real responsibility and
none of us here should ignore it or shirk it. But the Federal
Government does not have any responsibility to the people of
the Imperial Valley or of Los Angeles or of any other locality
for the development of their water supply, for the production
of the electrical energy on a basls not enjoyed or desired by
any other section of this country.

When we come to a frank and direet discussion of responsi-
bility, therefore, we should place that responsibility where it
belongs—upon the supporters of the Swing-Johnson bill. They
have placed obstacles in their own path and they are now the
chief objectors to any and all propesals that would give pro-
tection to those who need it.

Whether it be pride of opinion, honest conviction, or faulty
judgment, the proponents of this highly involved and contro-
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versial proposition are wholly responsible for the position in
which they find themselves.

At home they have created a state of mind which does not
comprehend the real issues involved, which does not understand
the relationship of California’s local problem with the problem
of other States and of the Nation. Perhaps they hesitate or
refuse to tell their people the truth. This may account for the
inspired attacks on mysterious power lobbies and sinister busi-
ness influences. But unfortunate as the case may be, the people
of California must eventually learn that their needs should be
considered along with the rights and needs of other States.

4We are a Nation of energetic and independent workers, and
we have demonstrated beyond any reasonable doubt that our
best welfare is served by encouragement of individual effort
and of private enterprise.

When the principle of Government operation of our industries
ghall become recognized and approved, we shall become the
prey of the idle, the incompetent, and the demagogues.

So far as Utah is concerned we feel that any flood that may
occur in Imperial Valley, any destroetion of property, any
shortage of water, must in all fairness and justice be attributed
to those who say if they may not have exactly what they want
they will have nothing, be the cost what it may.

The amendments that we propose to this bill are simple and
not involved, They will not prevent people of southern Cali-
fornin from receiving every benefit that they hope for by the
passage of this bill. They will keep the Government out of
business, Can it be possibie that the violent opposition that
is hurled at every amendment that seeks to keep the Govern-
ment out of business comes from one who feels that it would
take one of the most important planks out of his politieal plat-
form for 1628 if he should accept them? Some day in the near
future the people of southern California will know the real
story. If this bill fails, it will not be because it is opposed
by a $7,000,000,000 combine that exists only in the minds of
those who see things at night, but because a distinguished
gentleman—mnot of this body—prefers to make a political issue
out of the needs of 60,000 people in southern California.
[Applause.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield three mic-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANKFoRD].

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of Sunday
observance laws and to print in connection with my remarks
a statement of Dr. David G. Wylie, president of the Lord's
Day Alliance, and a statement of Dr. Harry L. Bowlby, general
secretary of the Lord’s Day Alliance.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man-
ner indicated. Is there objection?

There was mo objection.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, inquiry has been made from
time to time as to how a Sunday rest law for the District of
Columbia would help any individual in the eity of Washington.
This is a proper question, and unless such a law would help
the people of Washington and the Nation it should not be
enacted.

As anthor of the proposed legislation I have given much
thought to this question, both before the introduction of my
bill and since, and, to my mind, a sufficient and proper answer
to this inguiry is contained in a statement of Doctors Wylie
and Bowiby, of the Lord's Day Alliance of the United States,
which I am inserting as part of these remarks, and in my per-
sonal belief on the subject.

Mr. Speaker, I am prompted in this matter by motives which
to me arve fundamental.

For I believe in God, the Father Almighty, and in Jesus
Christ, His only Son, our Lord. I believe in the book of our
mothers—the Bible of cur fathers, as the only lamp to the path-
way of humanity leading to life everlasting.

I believe that Christianity as taught in that book is the
foundation of our national greatness, and that an assault upon
the Bible or uny of its teachings, by Sunday desecration or
otherwise, is a thrust at all we hold near and dear and is an
effort to undermine and destroy the great principles and noble
institutions which constitute our country’s greatness and which
through the ages have been gained sand established by brave,
patriotie, and divinely led men and women, ofithnes at the
price of their own sacrificial blood.

I believe that our Nation can never be greater than our citi-
zenship, our citizenship never greater than our homes, our
homes never greater than the children reared therein, and our
children, who are to preserve this Nation if it is fo endure, can
never be greater than is the faith of their fathers and mothers
in God and in the teachings of His Word.
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I believe that our national life, our every constitutional right,
otir people's welfare, our Christian civilization, our great insti-
tutions, our great respect for the noble men and women of the
past, our every patriotic motive, our respect for the Bible, our
observance of its teachings, our regard and observance of law
and order, our belief in God and our love for Him as our Father
Almighty are so inseparably connected that an assault upon
either is an effort to destroy all.

I believe that the example of flagrant Sunday desecration in
the Nation's Capital and the turning away from God, of which
Sunday desecration is a part and parcel, are more insidions
and-more dangerous to our Nation and all the people thereof
than the invasion of a foreign army or the bombardment of a
hostile fleet.

I believe the city of Washington should be the Nation’s
model of righteousness rather than its Sodom of ungodliness.

May the peoples of all the earth justly expect to find there
the highest and best of which a self-governing people are capa-
ble, and may the light of national greatness and purity and
godly trust and love shining from this Capital encompass the
earth.

Thus believing and praying, I am convinced that Sunday laws
for the Nation's Capital will be beneficial not only to every
man, woman, and child in the ecity of Washington but also to
all throughout our great Nation.

Reisoxs WHY THE DistRicr oF CoLuumsia SHOULD Have a Suspay
REST Law
(By Rev. Harry L. Bowlby, D. D., general secretary Lord’s Day Alli-
ance of the United States, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York City)
AN IMPERATIVE NEED

That the District of Columbia should have a Bunday law as a elvil
safeguard of our American Sunday and that it should have had such
an effective Bunday law long ago who can question? That the Lank-
ford bill *“to secure Sunday as a day of rest in the District of
Columbia,"” if enacted, will provide such a law who can doubt if he has
made an examination of the bill?

THE BILL ANALYZED

What is this bill? Briefly stated, it would stop the . pursuit of
ordinary labor, trade, and business on the first day of the week, works
of necessity and charity being exeepted,

It would prevent the hiring of labor, exeept for those pursuits which
are regarded as “ needful” during the day for the good order, health,
or comfort of the community, provided the right to weekly rest and
worship is not thereby denied.

The bill provides for the sale on Sunday of medicines, surgical arti-
cles, supplies for the sick, foods, and beverages. Hotels, restaurants,
and cafés are open. Public utilities are given the widest freedom.

The bill very wisely prevents the opening of public dancing places,
theaters, motion pictures, or any other kind of silent opera, vaudeville,
or other entertainments, and prohlbits commercialized sports or amuse-
ments.

The bill is in keeping with the better provisions, if not in some
instances with the very best provisions, as contained in the Sunday
laws of 46 of the 48 States, and it makes an insistent appeal to Con-
gress and the people the Members of Congress represent for pressing
forward and sceuring the most prompt enactment of the law.

CUNSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES RECOGNIZES SUNDAY

Sundny Iaws are constitutionnl. The Supreme Court of the United
Stntes so declared in 1886. The Sunday law of the Distriet of Columbia
would be in keeping with the spirit and the letter of the Constitution
of the United States. (Art. I, see, T, par. 2,)

Sunday i3 definitely recognized as the existing weekly rest day, It
makes sure that the President of the United States will not have to
glve his time even to the important duties that fall to him as the Chief
Executive of the Nation. It reifeves him from even so much as signing
a bill on SBunday. Sunday for the President is a non dies; no business
day at all. Tmpliedly it is likewise the people’s weekiy rest day and
ought to be effectively protected by Bunday law.

CONGRESS BEHOULD ACT

Just as charity begins at home, 80 should Congress protect Sunday,
recognized by the Counstitution, in that District over which It is charged
with supervision, a District in which the head and heart of the Natlon,
through its executive, legislative, and judicial departments of Govern-
ment, are located. Face to face with the facts, we have no doubt Con-
gress will gladly enact the Sunday law for the District of Columbia and
bring the national seat of government up at least to an average level
of the Sunday legislation of the vast majority of the States of the
Union.

LINCOLY ON THE CONSTITUTION

“What do you understand by supporting the Constitution of a State
or of the United States? Is It not to give such constitutional helps to
the rights established by the Constitution as may be practically needed?
There can be nothing in the words ¢ support the Constitution ' if you may .
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run counter to it by refusing support to any right established under the
Constitution.” (Made in Lincoln-Douglas debate at Jonmesboro, Il
Beptember 13, 1858.)

“1f you withhold that necessary legislation for the support of the
Constitution and constitutional rights, do you not commit perjury? I
ask every sensible man if that is not so? That is undoubtedly just so,
say what you please.” (Made at Quiney, IlL, October 13, 1858.)

ESTABLISHED RELIGION—A BOGEY

The Bupreme Court of the United States on Februnary 9, 1802, de-
clared that “this is a Christian Nation,” By that it did not mean
that a particular form of the Christian religion is the established
religion of America, for the Supreme Court of the United States knew
that the first amendment to the Federal Constitution proyides that—
# Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of a religion,
or prohibit the free exercise thereof.”

And the Supreme Court Itself in Watson ¢, Jones (Wall. 728) sald:

“The full and free right to entertain any religious belief, to prae-
tice any religious principle, and to teach any religious doctrine which
does not violate the laws of morality and property and which does not
infringe personal rights is conceded by all.”

A CHRISTIAN NATION

But the Supreme Court of the United Btates in that excellent deci-
sion of February 0, 1802, in the noted case of The Church of the Holy
Trinity r. The United States (143 U. 8. 227) made it very clear that
the habits, experiences, and history of the Nation from its early
beginnings, from the time Sir Walter Raleigh touched its shores through
Jamestown and Plymouth Rock on to the date of its decislon, lead
naturally and logleally to the conclusion as reached by Justice Brewer,
wha wrote the opinion of the court, * This is a Christian Nation."

Following his able argument based upon a mass of organie utter-
ance, Justice Brewer adds a number of unofficial declarations, among
which are mentioned :

“The laws respecting the observance of the Sabhath and the cessa-
tion of all seenlar business and closing of courts, legislatures, and
other public assemblages on that day; the church and church organiza-
tions which abound in every city, town, and hamlet; the multitude
of charitable organizations existing everywhere under Christian
auspices ; the gigantic missionary associations, with general support,
alming to establish Christian missions In every quarter of the globe.,”

STATE CONSTITUTIONS AND RBLIGION

In that same decision of the Supreme Court State constitutions recog-
nize religlon as essential to the well-being of a community and its
protection as necessary. The court sald:

“1f we examine the constitutions of the several States, we find in
them a constant recognition of religious obligations. Every constitu-
tion of every one of the 48 Btates contalns language which either
directly or by clear implication recognizes a profound reverence for
religion as an assumption that its influence In all human affairs is
essential to the well-being of a community. This recognition may
be in the preamble, such as is found in the constitution of Illinois,
1870: ‘ We, the people of Illinois, grateful to Almighty God for the
clvil, political, and religious liberty which He has so long permitted us
to enjoy, and looking to Him for a blessing on our endeavors to secure
angd transmit the same unimpaired to succeeding generations,” and so
on. It may be in the familiar requisition that all officers ghall take
an oath closing with the words, * Bo help me God," declared the court.”

SARBATH A CIVIL INSTITUTION

In the famous case of Lindenmuller againsi -The People, before the
Supreme Court of New York, in 1861, Judge Allen, in rendering the
decision of the court ably shows that Christianity is not the legal
religion of a State but that the Christian Sabbath is a civil institution,
and every State has power to enact regulative laws.

The court sald:

“ Christianity is not the legal religion of the State, as established
by law. If it were, it would be a civil or political institution, which it
is not ; but this is not inconsistent with the idea that it is in fact, and
ever has been, the religion of the people. * * * The Christian Sab-
bath, as one of the institutions of that religion, may be protected from
desecration by such laws as the legislature, in their wisdom, may deem
necessary to secure to the community the privilege of undisturbed wor-
ship, and to the day itself that outward respect and observance which
may be deemed essential to the good order of society.

“Ag n civil and political institution the establishment and regulation
of a Sabbath is within the just powers of the civil government. With
us the Babbath, as a civil institution, 18 older than the Government.
The framers of the first Constitution found it In existence; they recog-
nized it in their acts, and they did not aholish it or alter it or lessen
its sanctions or the obligations of the people to observe it.

“ The Christian Sabbath iz then one of the civil institutions of the
State, and to which the business and duties of life are by the common
law made to conform and adapt themselves. The same can not be said

of the Jewish Babbath or the day observed Ly the followers of any
other religion,
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“The existence of the Sabbath Day as a eivil institution being con-
eceded, as it must be, the right of the legislature to control and regulate
it and its observances is a necessary sequence.” (83 Barb. 548.)

NO COMPULSORY CHURCH ATTENDANCE

There is an abundance of evidence to prove also that there is no In-
tention whatever by Sunday statute to compel a man to go to church,
but just as the law renders constructive service for the laboring man,
protecting him in his rights of the weekly rest day, so also Bunday law
protects the rights of those who wish, undisturbed in a city or com-
munity, to worship God on the national weekly rest day.

In the case of Johnston v, Commonwealth (22 Pa. 102), Judge Wood-
ward said:

“They (Sunday statutes) were not designed to eompel men to go to
chureh or to worship God in any manner inconsistent with personal
preferences ; but to compel a cessation of those employments which
are calculated to Interfere with the rights of those who choose to
assemble for public worship.”

LIGHT FOCUSED ON WASHINGTON

Further, the Capital of the Nation, under the direction of Congress,
owes to the Nation her traditions and her customs to bring that area of
the Federal Government under such restrietions on the first day of the
week, the Christian Sabbath, that will command the admiration of a
God-fearing people and prove a worthy example and influence to the
youth of America and to the countless thousands who come from foreign
shores to visit the Capital of the greatest Republic on earth.

OBLIGATION TO CHILDREN AND TO ITSELF

Tt has been sald that * clvilization moves forward on the feet of its
children."” That being true, the Government owes much to the young
who are to be its guide and guardian In the future. The converse is
likewise true—through the children, the Government owes much to
ftself. It should keep the keys to the lock on its doors of future
strength and security.

OUR CIVILIZATION DEMANDS SUNDAY

I think it may be shown that an abiding civillzation has always gone
with the Cliristian RBabbath, and I believe it will always go with it.
HexeY Warp BEECHER.

The longer I live the more highly do I estimate the Christian Babbath
and the more grateful do 1 feel to those who impress its importance on
the community.

DaNiEl. WEBSTER.

You show me a nation that has given up the Babbath and I will show
you a nation that has got the sced of decay.
DwicaT L. Moopy,
Without Sunday there can never be a successful American Repuoblic.
Josera CooE.

SABBATH MIGHTIER THAN ARMED BATTALIONS

Of the capital of the Empire of Great Britain, Count Montalembert
once sald respecting the suceess and might of London:

“ Men are surprised sometimes by the ease with which the immense
city of London is kept in order by a garrisonm of three small battalions
and two squadrons; while to control the capital of France, which is
half the size, 40,000 troops of the line and 60,000 national guards
are necessary. But the stranger who arrives in London on a Sunday
morning, when he sees everything of commerce suspended in that
glgantic capital in obedience to God ; when, in the center of that colos-
gal business, he finds silence and repose  scarcely interrupted by the
bells which eall to prayer, and the immense crowd on their way to
church, then his astonizshment ceases. He understands that there is
another curb for a Christian people than that of bayonets, and that
where the law of God is fulfilled with such a solemn submissiveness,
God himself, if I dare to use the words, charges himself with the
police arrangements.”

CONCLUSION

We have pointed out that Sunday is recognized by the Constitution
of the United States as the national weekly rest day for President
and people.

We have shown that the validity of Sunday laws has been sustained
by the Supreme Court of the United States and that, thercfore, Con-
gress should enact an effective Sunday law for the Distriet of Columbia.

We have proved that Sunday laws are not put on the statute books
for the promotion of religious observances, but that if a Sunday law
protects one in his rights to religious worship, undisturbed or un-
annoyed—the State and the Nation owe this to him, so much the
better, and especially to that vast majority of citizens who acknowledge
Sunday as their weekly rest day, and their Babbath.

NO UNION OF CHURCH AND STATE

We have made clear the fact that SBunday laws could not possibly
promote a unfon of church and state, for the latter means an estab-
lished ehurch, such as the Church of England or Germany, a church
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which, together with its ministry, is supported by the Nation itself.
SBuch a thing for the United States is not only undreamable but
unthinkable.

1 OTHER OPPOSITION AND WHY

It is likewisze true that opposition to the Sunday rest bill for the
Distriet of Columbia is a determination on the part of a very few to
prevent the passage of any kind of Sunday law, and whose avowed
purpose, as already stated before the Judiciary Committee and the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia, at hearings on this bill, is to work
for the repeal of every Sunday law in every State. If these facts were
not serious, it would be absurd for a group of not more than 100,000
religionists in the entire United States to attempt such an ambltious,
un-Amerlean program and to try to force it upon more than 100,000,000
people of the Natlon.

SUNDAY—MOXEY DAY

And still another fact deserves mention in this conclusion. There
are amuscements and sporting corporations and various kinds of busi-
nesses determined to make Sunday the biggest money-getting day of the
week, These forces frequently uvse political influence, bore into cham-
hers of commerce, clubs, and even churches seeking ald for their com-
mercial Sunday business. Some of these go to the length of * crashing
the gates” of our Sundey laws, and in some instances the process is
timidly watched by public officials, who stand supinely by, forgetful of
their oath to support the Constitution and to maintain the integrity of
the law.

Not only, then, do we urge that the Lankford Sunday rest bill is a
falr Dill, pneither drasiic nor intolerant, as our brief analysis explains,
but it will also be seen that it recognizes amd contends for the meeting
of an imperative need of placing proper restrictions upon ecertain things
which have no proper place in our American Sunday in the District of
Columbla and of putting the proper civil safeguards about the Ameri-
can Christian Sabbath, the institution that has done more for the
security and perpetuity of the Nation than any other single force or
factor.

PRESIDENTS OF THE UNITED STATES AND SABBATH

Our Presidents almost uniformly, from George Washington te Calvin
Coolidge, have stood four-square for the Christian Sabbath., They have
recognized the need of owe day in the week when the people and the
children of our homes could gather together in houses of worship,
Sunday and Bible schools, and build morals and religion into life and
thersby aid its people fo become pillars of the Stale in citizenship as
well as moral and mental bulwarks of society and their communities
and country.

And, as the final word in this statement, we believe we ean no better
close the argument than with those words delivered by President Cool-
idge to a delegation of the Lord's Day Alliance of the United States on
October 10, 1928, when he sald :

I profoundly believe in the Babbath and have always recognized its
sacred lmportance. With you, I feel that we should give attention not
only to the physical aspects but also to the moral and spiritual phases
of the holy day.

“In regard to the other matters you have mentioned, I promise you
my influence toward a more wholesome sbservance of the Sabbath Day
in the District of Columbia and elsewhere throughout the Nation.”

Statement of Rev. David G. Wylle, D. D. LL. D., President, Lord’s Day
Alllance of the United States, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York City

I am president of the Lord's Day Alliance of the United States. The
men who are directors of that alliance are appointed by the highest
bodies, conferences, general assemblies, whatever they may be called,
and they are appointed with care.

The men who compose the board of managers of the Lord's Day Alli-
ance are fair-minded men. They are men representing large interests
fu the business world and ministers of influence and power in the
church,

Let me say that the churches that are in this Lord's Day Alliance
represent a very large number of people. For example, we represent
8,700,000 Aethodists; 5,227,225 Baptists; 2,500,464 Preshyterians;
1,668,906 Disciples of Christ; 1,147,814 Protestant Episcopal ; 532,608
Reformed ; 405,10’3 Brethren ; 307,177 Evangelieal Synod ; 108,500 Chris-
tians ; 42,758 Scandinavian Evangelical ; 26,802 Moravians ; and various
other bodies, 122,928, making a total of about 20,000,000,

I do not say all of those 20,000,000 people look on this question
in exactly the same way, but I do say that I know these great bodies
really believe in a Bunday. Talk about petitions. If we started a
propaganda for signing petitions for the Sunday rest bill we could
put down not 100,000, but 1,000,000 or 5,000,000 pames of people. If
it were a guestion of arousing the people to put their names on peti-
tions they are ready to do it if we ask them to do it. .

WEEKLY REST DAY NEEDED

I happencl to attend a meeting 10 years ago of the West Side Re-
publican Club. What was the subject under discussion? Is one day
of rest in seven necessary to safeguard the physleal, moral, intellectual,
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and spiritoal interest of the people? Who were represented there?
The laboring men of the great State of New York by James Lynch, a
leader of organized labor ; Raynal C. Bolling, the solicitor general of the
United Btates Steel Corporation: Judge Alton B. Parker, who was
nominated on the Democriatic ticket a few years ago for the Presidency
of the United States; Doctor Martin, a professor from Harvard Col-
lege, ete. 1 happened to be the only man who spoke for the church.
Every man there said:

“ We belleve that one day of rest in seven is absolutely necessary
to safeguard the physical, moral, intellectual, and spiritual interesis of
the people.”

OBJRCT

The Lord’s Day Alliance of the United States works to preserve a
day of rest for toilers and quiet for those who desire to worship and
to perform works of charity. The aim of the alllance is to prevent, as
far as possible, the conmuercialization of Sunday, and this is a sane
program.

We are encouraged by the testimonies of large employers of labor,
for among men of big business there is a concensus of opinion that
men and women who spend their Sundays in the right way are more
reliable and efficient workers. -

o
“BLUE LAWS "—aA MYTH

We hear muech about *Dblue laws.” A careful reader of our dally
press iz almost forced to the conclusion that these two words, * blue
laws,” are kept in stercotype, ready for instant use in case the Lord's
Day Alliance shows special activity In urging and helping to enforce
the laws In various parts of the country,

The constant usé of the term “blue laws™ by the daily press is
somewhat disturbing, and there is eause for regret that the press
should, at times, hold a great cause up to ridicule, but it has the effect
of keeping the important matter of Sunday observance to the forefront.

BUNDAY LAW FOR BARBERS

Some years ago, when the barbers of the State of New York asked
the legislature to pass a law closing their shops, there was a ery of
“Dblue laws."”" However, a law was passed which closed all barber
shops, except in the eities of New York and Saratoga. 'The barbers

about *‘ blue laws.” The outcome, however, was a law closing all the
barber shops in the State of New York, and this law was signed by
Governor Smith. The alliance assisted in seecuring the law and the
barbers are supremely happy.

FIFTY THOUSAND WORKMEN APPEAL FOR SUNDAY REST

Just now some fifty thousand men, who shine and repair our shoes
and elean our hats, are asking for Sunday rest, and we are Informed
that 95 per cent of all these worthy and hard-working people are in
favor of the enforcement of the law. The alliance is leading the move-
ment and we are seeking the support of the commissioner of police of
ithe city of New Yeork in enforcing the law. The practical difficulty
is that where a few violate the law and keep open on Sunday the rest
feel obliged to do so for self-protection.

LAWLESSNESS

Our judges as a class are men of ability and distinction, who seek
to enforce the law without fear or favor. As Ameriecans we have
reason to be prond of our courts of justice, which are the safeguards
of society. Holding the seales of justice evenly balanced is delicate
and difficult, and only men of hizh intellizence and fine character should
be appeinted or elected judges in our police courts. If a judze holds
a certain theory in regard to Sunday and seeks to gain favor of cer-
tain clasges in & communiiy that desires to keep their places open
on Bonday in violation of the law, he is himself lawless and shouid
be removed from office. Lawlessness is one of our national sins,
President Coolidge well said In his recent message to Congress: ‘' For
any of our inhabitants to observe such parts of the Constitution as they
like, while disregarding others, is a doctrine that would break down
all protection of life and property and destroy the American system
of ordered liberty." All citizens who love this country and are seek-
ing its best Interests should unite in enforcing the laws, whether in
municipalities, States, or Natlon, and we call upon our judges and
enforcement officials to be true and loyal to their oaths and faithful
in enforcing our laws. i

All of our States have Sunday laws except California and Oregon.
As a rule, these laws are fair and just and make ample provision for
works of necessity and mercy. Sunday laws have been declared con-
stitutional by courts of justice in the various States and by the Supreme
Court of the United States.

THE GREAT QUESTION

The Sunday question is one of the big questions before the public at

the present time, and we are confident that the Ameriean people will

uphold laws enacted for the purpese of giving n day of rest from ftoil
and of freedom for worship. The day is Intended for the betterment

_of the individual, the home, the State. We belleve that the Mighty

again approached the legislature and again there was a “ hue and ery ™
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Ruler of Nations will be with us in our efforts to preserve the day of
rest for oursclves, for our children, and for generations yet unborm.

God bless our native land;
Firm may she ever stand
Through storm and might ;
When the wild tempests rave,
Ruler of wind and wave,
Do thou our country save
By Thy great might.
For her our prayers shall rise
To God above the skies;
On Him we wait;
Thou who are every nigh,
To Thee aloud we cry,
God save the State,

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, T yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Busey].
SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, sundry messages frum the President, in writing,
were communitﬂtml to the House by Mr, Latta, one of his zec-
retaries.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION RBILL

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. BUSBY. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the commitiee,
during the short time I shall talk to yom 1 will address my
remarks to the proposed public buildings bill that will likely
come before you for consideration this coming Monday.

I very much dislike to find myself in a position where I have
to oppose this bill. I do so, because I believe my opposition to
the Elliott bill when it was enacted into law was correct. This
proposed measure seeks to extend the Elliott bill by giving
additional funds which ean only be reached at the end of five
years from now.

I want you to follow me closely, and I will show you the
reason we should not go into this public buildings bill at the
present time. The Elliott bill passed the House and became a

ﬁ'law the 25th day of May, 1926. Under the terms of that bill

there was authorized $100,000,000 to be used for public build-
ings throughout the eountry. There was $15,000,000 provided
for to be used in completing buildings that had been authorized
under the 1913 buildings act and acts prior to that time.

The Reed bill is very short, It contains only a few lines.
It seeks to strike out the figures “ §25,000,000,”" which was the
annual amount that might be expended under the Elliott bill,
$10,000,000 in the District of Columbia and $15,000,000 in the
country at large, and insert in lieu thereof “ £35,000,000,” which
wounld give $25,000,000 for the country at large and leave $10,-
000,000 for the District of Columbia. It also seeks to strike out
the figures * $150,000,000” where they appear in the bill and
insert in lieu thereof * $250,000,000."

In other words, it seeks to raise the amount which may be
expended each year $10,000,000. It seeks to increase the amount
authorized from $100,000,000 to $200,000,000. Now, if we were
to increase the amount that may be spent to $25,000,000 a year
with which to construect Federal buildings for the country at
large instead of the $15,000,000 limit authorized before, we will
have $115,000,000, which would provide $25,000,000 for each of
43¢ years, We have now authorized enough to last us for five
vears to come. They told us last session that this was an
experimental proposition; that we were going to put it on and
if it did not work to satisfaction we could substitute a bill giv-
ing a definite project to be constructed at a definite amount,
And yet, before they have put it in operation, even as an experi-
mental proposition, they come along with another bill and seek
to increase the authorized amount $100,000,000, which will carry
us at the maximum almost eight years from the present time
when we have enough authorized to carry us five years.

Some one says, Will that not give us more buildings? It
will not change the policy of administration of the building
program one bit; there is nothing in the bill to suggest the
change of policy, but it will be for the Seeretary of the Treasury
to decide, if the bill is passed, as it is the policy for him to
decide at the present ime.

An estimate has been submitted of the public-building needs
of the country. Each of you, I presume, have procured House
Document 651, which contains a survey made by the Treasury
and Post Office Departments.

In this survey there is recommended projects of construction
to the amount of $176,000,000 connected with the post office
activity, and in addition_there is enough recommended for other
Federal buildings not connected with the Postal Service to the
amount of $£194,000,000. Now, increasing the amount that may
be spent during the next eight years to §200,000,000, where can
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Yyou see that we put in any extra buildings besides those alveady
recommended ?

I have great regard for the chairman of the committee, I have
a very high regard for thie author of the bill, the gentleman’
from New York [Mr. Reep], but in principle 1 am opposed to
this proceeding.

It is amusing to me to see how they will pacify AMembers
when they come to them. The Supervising Arvchitect will pacify
gentlemen who make complaints about the estimates. I am
told by several who have gone down there that they say, “ Oh,
yes; we will make an estimate for you and put it in.” What
good will an estimate do? It is nothing hut a plece of paper,
and yet the Member is satisfied. If $25,000,000 is to be ex-
pended and all they can expend, they are going to put seme one
in and erowd some one out. I presume the man that does the
most kicking for the thing will get the most promises, but I
doubt if he will get any more buildings. But they will put yon
in for that estimate.

My idea is that $25,000,000 is too low. You remcmber that
last year 1 advocated the proposition of putting $235,000,000
for the country at large into this bill, and they said I was
wrong and outvoted me. They heaped troubles upon me from
every direction. Then this year they come and say, “ You are
right ; it ought to be $25,000,000." I say it onght to he $25-
000,000, If we are going to place the maximum we ought to
place it as high as $50,000,000. We do not have to reach it,
but we do not want to be tied down. For years we have gone
along and had no public-building construction, and we have
got badly behind. It seems to me a sort of pinch policy to
anthorize the construction of cruisers and other expensive con-
struction and then limit the public program of this counfry to
$15,000,000 or $25,000,000 a year.

Mr. PEERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBY. Certainly.

Mr. PEERY. Will the addition of $100,000,000 take care of
all post offices in the country having receipts of about $20,000
a year, and two in each State whether they had thut amonnt
or not?

Mr. BUSBY. No; the estimate shows that it would take
£346,000,000 to take care of all of the Federal post-office build-
ings that have receipts of more than $10,000 a year.

Mr. PEERY. My question applies to offices having receipts
of $20,000 a year.

Mr. BUSBY. They do not have that separated. They say
there are 799 places that have over $20.000 of receipis a year,
and about 900 with $12,000 a year receipts, that are not
estimated for, for public buildings in the $176,000.000 of esti-
mates for post-office buildings, but all of the remainder of the
$200,000,000 is in estimates for buildings of another charucter.
If this hundred million dollar authorization would speed up
the building program by furnishing more money, 1 would be
very much persuaded not to oppose it, but there is this propo-
sition about it. It will not be reached for a period of five
years, because we have enough authorized now to last prac-
tically for five years, and it is better for us to defeat this and
wait until what we have has been consumed or until the plan
has been thrown overboard by this Congress, and 1 believe
it will be within the five years, and we will be in just as
good shape when the need comes to authorize it and the country
will not suffer a dollar and the program will not be retarded
as it is to-day.

What we ought to do is to pass a bill embodying one feature
that the Reed bill has of raising the limit from $15,000.000
to $50,000,000 that may be spent each year. We do not want
to reach that limit. Why have a limit? The Budget says
that they would like to know something about what they may
be ealled upon to estimate for.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana.
man yield?

Mr. BUSBY. Yes. :

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. In the event that we pass
this authorization bill, and it is probable that we will, what
will be the total expenditure made by the Government for
building purposes year after year?

Mr. BUSBY. Twenty-five million dollars, outside of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and $10,000,000 in the Distrll.t

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. And that means $335,000,000
a year?

i[r. BUSBY. Yes; $35,000,000 for the country at large.
is under the Elliott bill.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. In the event that we pass
this bill on Monday, then what will the Government be able
to spend in building operations as a total every year?

Mr. BUSBY. It will be $35,000,000 under the Ellioft bill,
but all of these other activities like the triangle purchase nnd
the Supreme Court Building and the authorization of these

Hr. Chairman, will the genftle-

That
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District of Columbia projects are outside of the limitations
that we have bound ourselves down to for the rest of the
country. I want you to get that. They are not tied up in
this bag that we have put the whole country in and that you
are backing up by your votes, There is no limitation on how
much they may spend for the District of Columbia activities
which we are running over ourselves to back up here.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBY. Yes.

Mr, THOMPSON. Does the gentleman not think it would be
wise to amend the basic law so that there could be more than
two buildings mapped out for erection in each State. Take,
for instance, the State of Ohio. It is a very great State, and
it has many sites for buildings. They allow us only two
buildings.

Mr. BUSBY. Yes,

Mr. THOMPSON. An amendment put on in the other body
could readily change it, because it was a mistake to pass that
law, and if we are going to pursue the policy and take the
function away from the Congressman of the naming of his own
building, then I think there should be more buildings allowed
than two in a great State like Ohio.

Mr. BUSBY. I am very glad the gentleman has raised that
point. I think there should be; but, mind you, the Secretary
of the Treasury has met the requirements when he makes the
estimates for those two buildings. He does not ever have to
build them, and all he has to do is what he has done to pacify
a great many perturbed Members on this floor. He has told
them that he will make an estimate for them for buildings in
their distriets, and they go home happy and satisfied with an
estimate and never a building. .

Mr. APPLEBY. Does the gentleman not think this bill of
last year, which specifically provided post offices where the
Government had sites, is better than this bill?

Mr. BUSBY. It strikes me that the right policy for Congress
to pursue is to keep within its hands this power and exercise
it with discretion after having acquired the information it needs
from these various departments. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has again expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes
to the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. SaatH].

Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
there is no quornm present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California makes the
point of order that there is no gquorum present, The Chair will
count,

Mr. SWING (interrupting the count).
draw the point of no guorum.

MESSAGE FROM THE SBENATE

The committee informally rose ; and My. TiLsox having taken
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, & message from the Senate,
by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk, announced that the Sen-
ate further insists upon its amendments Nos, 8 9, and 10 to
the bill (H. R. 16462) entitled “An act making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1927, and prior fiscal years, and to provide
urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1927, and for other purposes,” disagreed to by the
House of Representatives, and agrees to a further conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and had appointed as conferees on the part of the
Senate Mr. WARReN, Mr. Courtis, and Mr. OVERMAN,

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
ont amendmept House Joint Resolution 292, to amend the act
entitled “An act granting the comsent of Congress for the con-
struction of a bridge across the Delaware River at or near
Burlington, N. J.,” approved May 21, 1926,

LEGISLATIVE AFPROPRIATION RBILL

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, on.the 22d of December the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, of which I am chair-
man, reported a bill (H. R. 9826) to provide for the protection
and development of the lower Colorado River basin. This pro-
posed legislation represenis about 6 years of study by the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation and about 12 years of
study by the engineers of the Government operating under the
Reclamation Service, the Federal Power Commission, and the
United States Geological Survey, and also by engineers em-
ployed by various irrigation distriets in southern California
interested in flood protection, and making available water for
irrigation purposes.

I.invite your attention to the map of the northern part of
Lower California in Mexico and the southern part of California.
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The Colorado River comes down from the mountains of Utah,
Wyoming, Nevada, Arizona, and Colorado, making a great delta
in Mexico, which has been filling up through centuries by the
deposit of silt from the waters of the Colorado River.

Every spring and summer there are great quantities of water
overflowing the lands in Southern California and Lower Califor-
nia in Mexico. Centuries ago the Gulf of California extended up to
what is now the Salton Sea but silt closed off the water, and
the Salton Sea became an inland sea nearly 300 feet below the
ocean level. As the water receded it left a great deal of very
rich land surrounding the Salton Sea, which about a quarter of
a century ago was looked upon as a very desirable section to
place under irrigation, and a canal was built to bring the water
from the Colorado River through Mexico to reclaim the land
surrounding the Salton Sea, and over 400.000 acres have been
reclaimed in a period of over 20 years. It was soon found,
however, that it was necessary to protect the lands from flood
waters by building levees; as the silt in the water raised the
bed of the river about 10 inches every year, and at great ex-
pense they have been constantly raising the levees.

About 1905 the Colorado River broke from its bank at a point
near Yuma, Ariz, and turned into the valley then direct into
the Salton Sea. Nearly 50,000 acres of land were ruined be-
cause of the canyons formed through the soft silt by the
rushing waters. Colonel Roosevelt was President at that time
and he was appealed to by the people there to come to their
rescue. He senf a special message to Congress urging relief
but Congress failed to undertake the work. He then called
upon the Southern Pacific Railroad Co., of which Mr. Harriman
was president, and insisted that he should turn his engineers
to work to stop the flood by turning the water back into the
Colorado River in Mexico,

The railroad company expendéd over $2,000,000 to stop the
waters going into the Salton Sea and turn them to the south
into the old river chanuel. About 14 years later the river again
broke out and rushed in a westerly direction into the Volcano
Lake section, and after a number of years filled up that section
of the country. Then the people living in the Imperial Valley,
nearly 60,000 in number, where there are many towns and
cities, combined fogether to build levees into what is known as
the Pescadaro Cut and further down near the old channel of
the river, which in 1909 flowed along the eastern section of
Lower California. The railroad eompany was never reimbursed
for the expenditure incurred in restoring the river to its old
bed. It was estimated by engineers when this Pescadaro Cut
was builf and the levees raised that in 10 or 12 years the
bottom of the river would be so high that it would be impossible
to confine it to its banks and it would be necessary for them to
look to some other szource for relief. On the advice of the
engineers they turned to the plan to build a dam up the Colo-
rado River and hold the water back during the flood season,
also to build an all-American canal—indicated by the red line—
80 they would not be dependent upon the eanal in Lower Cali-
fornia in Mexico. Now, there is another feature which is a
very strong argument in favor of our having the canal in
the United States, and that is, in addition to the river con-
stantly rising, there is also danger of the canals being blown
up or seized and stop the water supply of the people in the
Imperial Valley. The proposition was looked on with a good
deal of favor, and Congress has been during the last 10 years
gathering engineering data in reference to the building of a
dam on the Colorado River and an all-American eanal and use
the water in our own country instead of having it first go into
Mexico and then back into the Imperial Valley.

There are a number of dam sites on the Colorado River
which have been investigated, but the engineers have concluded
it would be most advantageous to build a dam at Boulder
Canyon. In reference to the danger of floods, there is probably
no one who is better informed in regard to the importance and
necessity of controlling the floods than the Member of Congress
from Arizona [Mr, Havpex]. He was born there and has lived
there his entire life. He has shown more distinetly than I
could explain here the importance of this flood control, and I
wish to read from a statement made by Mr. HavpEN in regard
to menace of floods in this section. He says:

Undoubtedly the Colorade River has broken into and filled the Im-
perinl Valléy a number of times during past geological ages. In 1903
and 1906 the river broke into the valley and threatened its destruction,
When the river reached the Balton Sink, it began to cut a channel
nearly a balf mile wide back through the soft soil, which can be seen
to-day as a great sear which extends through the length of the Imperial
Valley. With a fall of over 200 feet in less than 100 miles, the Colorado
washed out this deep channel at the rate of half a mile a day, and if
the break bad mot beenm stopped the cutting would bave continued until
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the Yuma reclamation project In Arizona was reached. Every engineer
who has studied the sltvation says that if another Lreak should occur,
which could not be closed, that the Colorado would begin where it left
off in 1906 and eut its way back to the siphon at Yuma and to the
Laguna Dam, and that both of those structures would be destroyed.

The first effect of such a disaster would be to dry up and turn
back to the desert again both the Imperial Valley and the lands now
under cultivation at Yuma, beeaunse the river would be running in
the bottom of a deep gorge and there would be no way to ralse the
water to the level of the existing eanal systems. The engineers also
agree that soomer or later that calamity is bound to occur, becanse
the Colorado is continunally raising its delta by the deposit of over
100,000 acre-feet of silt each year. The river can not continue
to run on top of a ridgs, It must break over some time,

The only way that such a disaster can be prevented is to build
a great dam in the Canyon of the Colorado which will be high
enough to create a reservolr of a size sufficient to store the entire
flow of the main river for over a year. Buch reservolr sites have
been ‘found and the guestion now is to determine which site is the
best and how the dam shall be constructed, It is upon this guestion
that opinions difer but a solution must be found and the work
commenced without delay. 1f nothing is done, California will be
the first to suffer, but Arizona can not escape sharing the tremendous
loss of life and property which is sure to come If we do not exert
every effort to control the floods of the Colorado River.

It is now proposed to build a dam at this point [indicating]
in the C'olorado River, known as the Boulder Canyon dam.
The plans contemplate building a dam 550 feet high., As I
remarked a moment ago, there is so much silt in this water
that the question of silt must be taken into consideration, and
it is estimated that it will be 300 years before the reservoir
created by this high dam would fill up with silt, whereas
the reservoirs created by proposed dams elsewhere in the
river wonld be much more shallow and their life, so far
as controlling the floods are concerned, would be much shorter.
At Boulder dam site the water would be backed up nearly
80 miles and make a great inland sea, and the water would be
let down as needed for flood-control and irrigation purposes.

There is some objection raised to this bill because of the fact
that if the flow of the stream is equated it would enable the
farmers in Lower California in Mexico to place additional
lands under cultivation, and in that way they would be com-
peting with us. But large storage plus the all-American canal
guards absolutely against that possibility, but would be kept
within the boundaries of the United States, to the extent that
the Uunited States pursuing a sound national policy desires.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. Certainly.

Mr. HAYDEN. Does the gentleman know the eapacity in
second-feet of the all-American canal?

Mr. SMITH. I am not sure that that question has been
raised, but it is esthmated that it would irrigate 900,000 acres of
land, about 500,000 more than is now under cultivation.

Mr. HAYDEN. The estimates I have given are for 900,000
feet and the discharge from the reservoir as 13,000 second-feet.
I would like to inquire where the additional 4,000 feet would go?

Mr., SMITH. It would go to Lower California, but with the
large storage at Boulder dam the Government would not be
required to let it down during the irrigation season.

Mr. SWING. The discharge from the dam would be what-
ever the Government saw fit to make it.

Mr. STALKER. May I ask the gentleman: Is the farm bloe
in favor of it?
Mr. SMITH. It has been indorsed by the American Farm

Burean Federation. The crops raised in Imperial Valley are
nof raised elsewhere and would not come in competition with
other sections.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas.
of it?

Mr. LARSEN. The gentleman speaks of diverting the river
at the point where it now enters Mexico?

Mr. SMITH. No. The diversion for the all-American eanal
is at a point 10 or 15 miles above the international boundary
line.

Is the antifarm bloe in favor

Mr. LARSEN. What right have you to regulate that river
going into a foreign country?
Mr. SMITH. It is an American river. There is no treaty

with Mexico giving Mexico the right to use the water.

The cost of the Boulder dam is a very important item. I
wish to say to the Members of this House that we are not com-
ing here with the expectation of getting this money from the
Government without paying interest. The bill provides that
before any money shall be expended in the construction of this
work the Secretary of the Interior shall make contraets for the
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eale of water and of power in sufficient quantity to reimburse
the Government at the rate of 4 per cent inferest for a period of
50 years or less.

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr.
there?

Mr. SMITH. Yes,

Mr. ARENTZ. Does not the gentleman from Idaho think
that the most important consideration, aside from supplying
water for culinary purposes in southern California, is the
supply of water in the Imperial Valley, and that the consid-
eration of the allocation of water to the several streams abut-
ting on the Colorado River is one of the most important con-
siderations in connection with this bill?

Mr. SMITH. Undoubtedly.

Mr. ARENTZ. And that if the objection is raised by Utah
as to Arizona being outside the compact, by a very short amend-
ment this could be remedied by providing that until Arvizona
does come into the compact the Federal Power Commission shall
have no authority to allocate water or give permits for the use
of water other than a reasonable amount that should be allo-
cated to Arizona?

Mr, SMITH, Yes.
later on.

Mr. WINTER. Mr.
there?

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. WINTER. The gentleman has spoken in regard to the
contricts that the Secretary of the Interior must enter into in
order to get back the construction cost. Will the gentleman
state whether there is a demand already existing by which
the Secretary would be able to make such contracts?

Mr. SMITH. Uundoubtedly there is such a demand. Repre-
sentatives from the cities of southern California have convineed
the committee that the demand for power there and for water
for domestic purposes is so great that there would be no doubt
at all but that the money would be available to reimburse the

Trfil:,%ury within 50 years, and possibly within a much™shorter
pe .

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SMITH. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. Does the gentleman realize that it is by the
dam that you provide the means to generate such power as is
now generated in California for high-power needs?

Mr., SMITH. It is optional whether the Government shall
build the power plant or not. The Se¢cretary is not to be ex-
pected to sell power in such gquantities as wounld interfere with
the business of the already established power companies or
more rapidly than the market can absorb.

Mr. MICHENER. On what building price for the cost of
the work are the contraects to be made for $125,000,000 or more?

Mr. SMITH. The engineers have estimated that the all- -
American canal, the power plant, and the dam would cost $125,-
UODiD(Kl, including $20,000,000 as interest over the construction
period.

Mr, MICHENER. Assuming that the dam cost $200,000,000,
would that cost be taken care of by the contracts so let?

Mr. SMITH. Certainly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho
has expired.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gen-
tleman 20 additional minutes.

Mr. SMITH. I wish now to refer to the need of the cities in
sonthern California for additional water. It is absolutely nec-
essary for some arvangements fo be made in regard to a water
supply for domestic purposes for those cities which are grow-
ing at such a rapid rate that the present supply of water, which
comes from far up in the State of California, and which is not
sufficient to assure them of an adequate water supply after
three or four years.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana.

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. The gentleman from Georgia
asked you a very interesting question, a question that has been
repeatedly discussed on our side of the House in private con-
versation, and that is whether or not you can divert water from
Mexico by way of this canal without a treaty. The gentleman
nodded, and we did not know exactly whether yon meant it
could be done or could not be done. The interest in that mat-
ter has been emphasized as the result of the many legal battles
in this House over river and harbor bills.

The advocates of the Lakes proposition urge with a great
deal of force that as a legal proposition we in our own country
could not divert waters from one watershed o the other, and
if that be the case, a fortiori, there ought to be considered the
question as to whether or not we can divert waters that now

Chairmuan, will the gentleman yield

I expect to touch on the compact a little

Chairman, will

the gentleman yeld

Will the gentleman yield?
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naturally flow into another country. I am not commenting
upon the merits of the proposition but am asking for legal
information,

Mr. SMITH. It was brought out in the hearings by legal
anthorities that the United States owns and controls the water
falling within its own boundaries. Mexico has no particular
right to the water, but after the United States has secured
physical control of the water by this development, doubtless it
will let down sufficient water to irrigate land in Mexico now
irrigated, and if a’ treaty is made to fulfill treaty obligations.
We have already agreed that Mexico shall have sufficient water
to irrigate as much land in Mexico as is now irrigated in the
Imperial Valley. They are already using it and we made that
concession in order to get our canal in their country, and when
we build the all-American canal and bring the water to our own
borders we plan to continue that but not recognizing any right
in them to use additional water.

Mr, FAIRCHILD. If the gentleman will permit, I will say,
in further answer to the gentleman from Georgia, that there
is now in existence a commission, appointed by act of Con-
gress passed a number of years ago, to confer with a like
commisson to be appointed by Mexico with reference to the Rio
Grande. Mexico has delayed appointing any commission as a
result of which, only a few days ago, the Committee on Foreign
Affairs voted out a resolution, to meet the wishes of Mexico,
enlarging the power of that commission so as to inclnde the
waters of the Colorado in the study they will make of the
Rio Grande, i

Mr. LARSEN, Then I understand it is contemplated we
shall make some arrangement with Mexico?

Mr. FAIRCHILD. That resolution was reported out by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs only a few days ago.

Mr. LARSEN. 1 did not think we would have any right to
divert water running into a foreign country.

Mr. LOWREY. Mr, Chairman, a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LOWREY. 1 hold that the gentleman from Georgia is
out of order in elaiming that Mexico and other Spanish-Ameri-
can people have rights which this Government ought to respect.

Mr, SMITH. Now, Mr. Chairman, I will insert in the RECORD
some statistics showing what has been expended by the people
of sonthern California in protecting themselves against these
floods. It amounts to over £9,000,000 and over $200,000 a year
is being expended now by the people living in this Imperial
Valley ; but, as I indicated, regardless of the amount of money
expended, it will soon be impossible to protect themselves
against these overflows when the beds of the river are filled up,
as they are being constantly, to such an extent that they can
not control the stream:

Lever CoNSTRUCTION

EXTRACT FEOM THE REFTORT OF COL. WILLIAM KIEI.I.T, CHIEF EXGINKEER,
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

(Transmitted to the chairman of the committee, March 17, 1924, by the
Secretary of the Interior)

Erpenditures for river control below Laoguna Dam
Reclamation Service:

Yuma project levees (built 1905-12); length, 54
miles—earth embankment, 3,040,000 cubie yards;
rock revetment, 1,650,000 cubic yards; construction
and maintenance, 19001923

California Development Co. :

California Development Levee (built 1906—

5 3 miles, 10 miles rocked_ _____ $1, 100, 000

Yoleano Lake Levee, 8 miles built 1908
raised and reveted in 1912; 10-mile

$3, 234, 500

extension built 191415 oo 525, 000
Totalo . 1, 625, 000
United States Treasury, gemeral fund :
Ockerson Levee, 24.5 miles é':ll]sm—ll)_h- 800, 000
Repairs and betterments to ifornia De-
velopment and Voleano Lake Levees by
Ockerson: (1910-11). . _______ 200, 000
Repairs to California Development and
Voleano Lake Levees by Marshall, 1815 100, 000
Totat .o 1, 100, 000
Imperial irrigation distriet:
oleano  Lake, raiging and riprapping
1916-1022 (approximate) ———_________ 500, 000
Fund furnished General Marshall for re-
ajrs, 1915 (raised by subscription)__- 100, 000
Baiz Levee, 1919 (destroyed) (estimated)- 60, 000
Haiz Levee, 1022 (estimated) - ———__ &0, 000
Bee River Levee and Pescadoro cut-off
(1921-22) . ___ 413, 000
Ralsing and revetting upper end of Ocker-
son lLevee and revetment and repairs to
California Development Levee (esti-
mated) 300, 000 3
—_——— 1,453, 000

Total cost of levees.

7, 412, 000
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Southern Pacific Railroad:

Closing firet break, to Dec, 1, 1906 _____ $1, 375, 000
Closing second break, Dee. 7, 1906-July
21, 1007 1, 084, 000
Total £2. 459, 000
Grand total for river eontrol . .- ______ "9, 871, 500

The average annual cost of maintenance of levees for the past
six years is as follows:

Yu 70, Rt ol Cuh bk b by
Im?:m \}:ﬁey. all districts_____ SEmailn ig:; ﬁoﬂg

The Imperial Valley irrigation district alone has paid for
construction and maintaining the levees for the year 1924,
$76,236; for 1925, $81,710; and for 1926, $112,959.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Does the gentleman contend that
the Federal Government is under any obligations to furnish a
waiter? supply for Los Angeles and other southern California
cities

Mr, SMITH. If, in performing its strictly Federal functions
of flood control and river regulation and reclamation, it can
g0 shape the development as to make it possible for these cities
to supply their necessities, it certainly should do so. The Fed-
eral Government is looking after the people of the country
under the general welfare clause of the Constitution, and it is
its duty to cooperate in making available to them the natural
resources of the country if they are willing to pay the expense
of developing them.

AMr. SPROUL of Kansas. Has the Federal Government here-
tofore supplied Los Angeles with its required amount of water
for domestic and city use?

Mr. SMITH. No; and it is not doing so in this case, except-
ing to make it possible for them to secure this water, and at
their own expense,

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. The next question is: Are the flood
conditions in the Imperial Valley any worse nowadays than
they have been for many years? 2

Mr. SMITH. Absolutely so. As I stated, they are growing
constantly worse, because every year the bed of the river is
growing higher and that makes it more difficult to control.
The river is now in the last remaining depression on the ridge
of silt along which it runs. When this depression fills, as it
will if we do nothing, I hesitate to contemplate the flood ca-
tastrophy sure to result—a catastrophy that will be without
parallel in the Nation's history.

I wish to refer briefly—because my time is limited—to the
reasons this legislation has not been enacted. I am sure every
Member here is curious to know, in view of the urgency of this
legislation, why more progress has not been made toward hay-
ing the bill considered by this House. In four successive Con-
gresses this legislation has been before the Commitfee on
Irrigation and Reclamation. During the last two Congresses
we have held hearings on an average of twice a week; and T
wish to say here that not a cent of expense has been incurred
by the committee for witnesses. They have come here from the
Pacific coast at their own expense time and time again.

It has never been necessary to subpeena anyone, but we have
called before the committee every person who wished to come
and have called everyone whom it was suggested by members
of the committee should come, including representatives of the
power companies, newspaper editors, and engineers throughout
the country, whose testimony fills many volumes.

The consensus of opinion is that this legislation should be
enacted, and the reason it has not been earlier reported by the
committee has been out of deference to two members of the
committee who have opposed it, one of whom spoke here to-day.
The gentleman from Utah [Mr, LearHERwWooD] has consistently
opposed this legislation unless certain amendments he advocated
are adopted; and as he indicated to-day, the amendments he
wishes have reference to how the power shall be handled.

The bill gives to the Secretary of the Interior authority to
build the power plant and distribute the power at the switch-
board, and the amendments offered by the gentleman from
Utah provide that the Secretary shall have nothing to do with
it whatever. In other words, although the Government owns
the land on both sides of the river, and we contend by reason
of that fact owns the land under the river, yet the Government,
under his amendments, shall not be permitted to use its discre-
tion as to whether it shall build the power plant in that great
canyon.

Because of the precipitous walls of that canyon and its great
depth and narrowness, it is impossible for two or three agen-
cies to be engaged there at one time in building a power plant,
and it would be difficult to determine, if there were more than
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_ one power company bidding, which particular power company
should build the plant. We contend that it should be left to
the Secretary of the Interior to determine whether the Gov-
ernment should build the power plant or if it should be built
by private capital. If the Government builds the plant the
power would be generated and disftributed ameng the several
States in an equitable way instead of favors being given to
certain people, as might be the case if it were in the hands
of private ownership.

It was found desirable as indicated by the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. Learaerwoon] this afternoon, to secure an agree-
ment among the States as to the division of the water. The
upper basin States were apprehensive that unless some agree-
ment was reached the lower basin States would get more water
than they were entitled to. So a law was passed by Congress
authorizing the seven States in this watershed to agree upon a
compact, with the hope they would bring to Congress some
agreement which would relieve any possible danger of litiga-
tion, and in this way remove the objection to the enactment
of this legislation.

This commission met more than four years ago, and there was
on the commission, under the act of Congress, a representative
of the Federal Government, Mr. Herbert Hoover, the Secretary
of Commerce. They held extensive hearings and finally decided
they would not try to make a division among the States, but
wonld make a division between the upper basin States and the
lower basin States. The agreement was signed by every
member of the commission; but the law also provided that
the legislatures should ratify the agreement. 8ix of the States
enacted legislation ratifying the agreement. Arizona ratified
the agreement conditionally, but this was vetoed by the gover-
nor March 24, 1925, Consequently, Arizona is still out of the
compact.

The pending bill was amended to provide that it should be
a six-State compact and that the dam should be built, one end
of it in a State that had already ratified the compact. Recently
Utah withdrew from the compact, largely because of the fact,
as we  believe, that the gentleman from Utah [Mr. LEATHER-
woop] was sufficiently influential with the delegation here in
Congress to prevail upon them to join him in a wire to the
Governor of Utah asking him to urge the legislature to pass
an act withdrawing from the compact unless the committee
would agree to adopt the Leatherwood amendments, which, if
adopted, deprives the Seeretary of the Interior of the option of
constructing the power plant.

When the Leatherwood amendments were offered in the com-
mittee they were discussed at great length at several sessions,
and there were only three members of the committee who were
in favor of the Leatherwood amendments, and those three were
not a unit.

If 1 misstate the position of the gentleman from Arizona, he
will correct me; but I think the gentleman from Arizona was
not opposed to the bill because of our refusal to adopt the
Leatherwood amendments. The objection of the gentleman
from Arizona was based on other grounds—because Arizona was
not in the compact.

Mr. HAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. HAYDEN. Does the gentleman believe it is within the
power of the Congress of the United States to divide the waters
of the Colorado River or any other river by definite allocations
to the States?

Mr. SMITH. We are not trying to do that. We propose to
let the Stafes agree among themselves, if possible; but the Fed-
eral Government certainly has the right to construet a dam on
its own property upon a stream which is not navigable without
the consent of either of the States. Otherwise, the Federal
Government would have to acknowledge that it is not superior
to the States.

Mr. HAYDEN. Does not this bill propose to ratify on the
part of Congress an allocation and apportionment of waters
amongst the States?

Mr. SMITH. Absolutely not; except as between the upper
basin States and the lower basin States.

Mr. HAYDEN. The States have not yet agreed upon that,
and is it within the power of the Congress to make that kind
of division when the States do not agree?

Mr. SMITH. I think it is competent for Congress in advance
to consent to the States so agreeing, and it is certainly competent
for Congress to provide that the United States shall be subject
to the provisions of this compact.

Mr. HAYDEN. That is exactly what the situation is.

Mr. SMITH. There is one thing I can not understand. If
the gentlemen opposed to this legislation think their position is
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so well taken and can be so ably fortified, why do they not
allow this bill to come up on the floor of the House? When
we had the special rule under consideration before the Com-
mittee on Rules to give this bill a privileged status on the floor
of the House of Representatives, whom did we find there
opposing it? Only the gentleman from Utah [Mr., LEATHER-
woop] and the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Havpex], They
were the only two Members from the entire western country
who are opposing the bringing out of this bill.

We feel very confident of our position, and we believe if the
bill is brought out on the floor of the House of Representatives
the Members are capable of weighing all the arguments, and we
are sure that the conclusion you will reach will be a wise one.
In any event that is our maunner of enacting legislation. When
there is a controversy over measures they are brought into the
open House, and arguments are presented for and against, and
a conclusion reached by a vote. But for two men to attempt
to prevent the Committee on Rules from bringing out this plece
of legislation supported by practically all the people in the
western country is unfair and unreasonable. [Applause.]

Now, 1 am not criticizing the Committee on Rules. I never
knew of a Committee on Rules where the members were more
courteous and more patient than this committee has always
been. They sat for three days continuously to hear arguments
on this legislation. As far as I am personally concerned 1 still
bhelieve that the Committee on Rules will bring this bill out.
There has been no fime so far in which the House had the
opportunity to eonsider it since the bill was reported on
December 22. Other legislation had the right of way., 1 be-
lieve the committee will bring the bill out and let the House
conslder it and determine whether or not we shall put this
legislation over another year or whether the House wants to
act on it now.

As chairman of the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion I have felt humiliated because the bill was kept in the
committee for such a long time, I considered it a reflection
on my management of the program of the commiitee, and con-
sequently I ingisted on taking a vote on it, and yet the
persnasiveness of the gentleman from Arizona was so great that
at the last moment I was almost impelled to let it go over
until after the holidays, but finally we reported it out on the
22d of December, with only three dissenting votes.

Mr. VINCENT of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. VINCENT of Michigan. The gentleman said that Cali-
fornia had stayed out of the compact unless it could have
certain provisions in the bill.

Mr. SMITH. California eclaims it will be bound by the
compict the instant the bill is passed. Other States have
questioned the form of the California action. Hence the bill
contemplates a reratification by California, which is agree-
able to that State and which is merely formal and will doubtless
be made within a day or two after the passage of the bill.
California, under the six-State plan, in effect, underwrites the
lower basin States In favor of the upper basin States. Hence
she took the position that if she was to assume this obligation
she should be assured of sufficient storage of the flood waters
to make it possible for her to operate under it,

Mr. WINTER. Is it not true that under the provisions of
the bill not a dollar will be spent unless California does
ratify it?

Mr. SMITH. Absolutely. Arizona is not handicapped at all
by the bill as we have shown. There is no controversy over the
wiater in Arizona; the commissioners practically agree as to
the water division. The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Haypex]
wants to engraft onto the compact a condition which I do not
believe that Congress would submit to, and that is that a
tribute shall be paid to Arizona from the power developed,
because the end of the dam rests in the State of Arizona. When
we begin to impose upon one State a burden for the benefit of
an?ther State we are controvening the spirit of the American
Union.

The CHAIRMAN.
has expired.

Mr. SMITH. I ask for 10 minutes more.

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman 10
minutes more.

Mr. COLTON. There is one point which is vital to the upper
States. We maintain that this is a navigable stream and that
it will not interfere with the gentleman's argument I am sure
he will let me say that we (do not concede at any stage that
this i3 a nonnavigable stream.

Mr. SMITH. These are matters which can be thrashead out
after the law is passed.

The time of the gentleman from Idaho
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Mr. COLTON. The gentleman stated that it is not a navi-
gable stream.

Mr. SMITH. I am sincere in that; I do not believe that it
is. Mr. CovroN has submitted an amendment which the com-
mittee will offer to the effect that all permits from the Federal
Water Power Commission shall be subject to the terms of the
Colorado River eompact. There is no objection to this amend-
ment. Indeed, every amendment calculated to perfect the water
rights of the upper States has been gladly accepted by the
committee.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. I will

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. That eould only be true under cer-
tain circumstances, The gentleman will concede that as long as
any Stale stays out the lower basin would not be protected
against appropriations for agricultural purposes.

Mr. SMITH. We are willing to have the State of Utah
write the provisions which would require the Federal Power
Commission whenever they give a permit in the lower basin
that it shall contain the provision that the water which was
allocated to the upper-basin States should not be drawn upon.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield again so that we may have this clear?

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I am talking about agricultural ap-
propriations. It does not make any difference what we write
into this bill. So far as the agricultural appropriation of a
State that is not bound by the compact is concerned, we are
unprotected.

Mr. SMITH. You would not be unprotected if we wrote
specifieally in the law that the Federal Power Commission shall
not allocate waters to the lower States to the detriment of the
reservation to the upper-basin States.

Mr. LEATHERWOQOD. That would be only for power pur-
poses,

Mr. SMITH. We will provide for agricultural or any other
purpose.
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Mr. LEATHERWOOD. But the gentleman does not contend
that this Congress would have any power over a State, if the
State is not a party to the compact.

Mr. SMITH. The Congress would be able to pass legis-
lation which would bind the Federal Power Commission to
reserve to the upper-basin States the water that was allocated
to them.

Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. Yes. :

Mr. SWING. The objection which the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. Learaerwoop] makes to this bill on the ground that it
does not prevent appropriation for agricultural use, is no argu-
ment against the bill. That same opportunity would prevail,
bill or no bill, merely because Arizona is outside the compact
and is physically located so that she could take some of the
water ; but this bill does discourage that sort of creation of ad-
verse rights because it directs the Government ageney not to
give rights of way over public lands for canals unless the bene-
ficiaries of those rights of way respect this Colorado River com-
pact. The gentleman’s argument is not against the bill, but is
against a sitnation which will be many times worse if the bill is
not passed. [Applause.]

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, the geintleman from TUtah
pleaded here this afterncon not to have the Government go
into the power business, and he attempted to leave upon the
minds of the Members here the impression that we are not
already in the power business. On one-half of the reclamation
projects in the western country, there are power plants con-
structed, and the proceeds of the power is used to enable the
farmer to pay for the construction cost. If it were not for the
proceeds from the sale of power on those projects a lot of them
could not possibly pay out; so that it is part of the business
of the Government in its development of the resources to use
these water-power sites in a way which will be for the best
interests of the people living in that section of the country.
Attention is directed to the following data showing develop-
ment of power on reclamation projects:

Power plants constricled on reclamation profects

Btation
capacity | First cost| Gross power | Net power
State and project Name of plant (kliovolt | of plant s v by Remarks
Amperes)
Arizona:
galt River. Roosevelt 10,000 | $557, 560 e O e
' o a5 o g SRS S0 | terislf @ $98,411.08 {1, 1817, Do ot include enlergements
) 2 Or new an -COns! ¥
Arizona Falls. 1,000 | 109, 500 : River Valley Water Users’ Association.
Yuma Biphon Drop. 2,000 | 274,783 $6,074. 11 2, 640,11 | Operation commenced July 28, 10928,
m&ated net annual power revenues,
Tdaho: 3
Baise Blatk CANYON..cemmrrermeramsmnnnsnns | 10,000 | 409,800 41, 360, 00 35, 000. 00
Minidok: lleﬂmiadnsm %353 i&?‘x’? e sidekdh
NIAokEs _ nidoka 2
‘American Falls (2 pIants) - -—ooo-ooe 1,540 | 76,075 }‘»““0- 657.85 | 630, 860.00
Nebraska-Wyoming:
O A e e Lingle . 1,750 | 186, 693 304, 020.45 82, 534, 52
Guernsey 6,000 | 475, 000 Eaﬂﬁomstad cost. Plant under construe-
n.
Nevada:
Newlands. . Lahontan 1,875 | 141,866 227, 765. 95 142, 486. 23 | Leased to Canyon Power Co. for 10
New Mexleo-Texas: '
mlll_lo Grande.... .. .cccceeeenee----| Elephant Butte 187 B, 440 ® 2,243.33 | Plant used for irrigation facilities mainly.
Strawberry Valle}lnnsmenemnnnnn--| Spanish Fork 1,000 | 60,725 | 249,653.22 | 15,125.07
Wasgingtun: P lant No. 1 187 1,923 not ed for les
k 'ower p [o%s R e e 1 ts operat ecommercial sa
Power %mt NSt e S 187 13,931 } 1,754.71 952, 84 duoe to water 4
Yakima. 187 23, 000 ® 8,035.83 t tion facilities
Wyoming:
Riverton Pilot Butte. 1,000 | 147,405 10,281. 81 4,182, 01
gh Bhosh 000 | 565,454 41, 551. 10 15, 885. 54
Total —---i4, 329,872 2,092, 073. 61
1 Gross

ﬂun of ln'ignl.lnn works, ping for irrigation, and other
Giross sales not avnﬁg

power sales and net power revenues cover sales of surplus power only. Do not include power developed by the plants and used by the United States for construc-
purposes.

'Netpowernvanuﬁlnall cases except Lingle power plant, North Platee project, haaednpmomuhgm&nly not including depreciation on plant.

Here is a power site that is all on Government land. It is
on an interstate stream. The Government has an interest in
this great river which is interstate and international in char-
acter. It is a part of the resources of the national Government
and it is the duty of the Government to utilize those natural
resources in a way that would be for the best interests of the
people of the country., If the Government should build this

power plant there is no intention to undertake to interfere with
the activities of existing water power hydroelectric companies
throughout the country. As far as I am concerned, I think it is
a good thing for the Government to keep its hand on some of
the natural resources of the country, most of which in the
eastern section have already passed beyond control, and give the
people of the West an opportunity to have the benefits of these
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natural resources without having them swallowed up by a
great organization which is now attempting to get its hands
on every power plant and power site in the country.

Mr. ©'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, SMITH. In a moment. Under ordinary conditions I
am opposed to the Government doing what private capital can
do, but when the Government owns the land and it is =so
situated that more than one agency could not be engaged in
constructing a power plant, it seems to me it is the doty of
the Federal Government to construct this power plant, but as
1 remarked, it is optional with the Secretary of the Interior.

If these gentlemen who are opposed to the Government con-
structing the power plant will let the bill go through, they can
argne the matter out with the Secretary of the Interior, because
it is optional with him whether the Government shall build
the power plant; but we confend that to close to the Govern-
ment the opportunity to protect its own resources would not
be in the interest of the general welfare of the people of the
country. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Lounisiana. Some time since the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr], the minority leader,
placed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RecorDp correspondence between
himself and Senator Shields with reference to the powers and
activities of the Federal Water Power Commission. The reply
of Senator Shields, which is a very interesting legal document,
conveys the idea that the Senator believes that the Federal
Power Commission aet is unconstitutional, illegal, null, and
void.

Mr. SMITH. Bat it has not been so decided by the Supreme
Court.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I said that the minority leader
thought the matter was so interesting that he placed the cor-
respondence in the Recosp giving the opinion of a celebrated
jurist upon that point.

Mr. SMITH. The opinion of the Supreme Court is the one
that would be guiding to us, not the opinion of a former
Senator.

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. I will.

Mr. McFADDEN. If the Government supplies this power
plant who is going to dispose of the water?

Mr. SMITH. The Federal Government will control the dis-
tribution of water and will sell the power at the switchboard
to the various cities, companies, and distributing agencies who
wish it.

Mr. McFADDEN. Is there any danger of getting us in the
position where we are in reference to Muscle Shoals?

Mr. SMITH. I do not think so, because the Secretary of
the Interior is not permitted under the bill to spend a dollar
until there are contracts for a sufficient amount by the sale
of power and water to reimburse the Government. The Gov-
ernment is spending millions of dollars on flood control. I
have figures showing that on the -Mississippi River we are
gpending $10,000,000 a year in flood control, and on the Sacra-
mento River large amounts which will never be returned to the
Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. DICKINISON of Iowa.
gentleman desire?

Mr. SMITH. Can the gentleman give me five additional
minutes?

Mr. DICKINSON of Towa. I yield the gentleman five addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. MICHENER. Before the gentleman closes will he state
just what the primary purpose of this legislation is? The gen-
tleman suggested a while ago one of the primary purposes was
to provide drinking water for Los Angeles and attempted to
justify that.

Mr. SMITH. The primary purpose is flood control, Irriga-
tion possibilities are provided for. An international situation
is handled in a sensible way. A group of cities need an addi-
tional supply of domestic water. These cities will have to
pump this water to an elevation of 1,200 feet. This will require
a large block of power, the sale of which guarantees the finan-
cial integrity of the project. Again, as I have said, I think
the Government should, as far as it reasonably can, so shape
its development as to make it possible for these cities to acquire
a domestic water supply. The highest duty of water is for
domestic purposes. The people are first entitled to water for
drinking and for cooking purposes. That is the highest duty
of water., The next duty of water is for irrigation; that is,
placing water on land which will result in the raising of food-
stuffs which are necessary for consumption. The next purpose

How much more time does the

is for the development of power to aid in manufacture, heat,
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and light. Section 6 of the bill recognizes the various uses
and their respective priorities as to the waters to be stored in
the reservoir; but the primary purpose of this legislation is
the control of floods in that section, to protect the people and
property in southern California and Arizona,

The next purpose is to develop power to supply the industries
and to heat and light houses and to get an income from which
the Government can be reimbursed, with interest, on the money
expended.

Mr. MICHENER. One question further. Then, as I under-
stand the gentlemen in the beginning it was not for the purpose
of creating here by legislation something that would control
the floods. It is not the gentleman's contention these other
things are incidents?

Mr. SMITH. The bill itself in the beginning provides——

Mr. MICHENER. I am familiar with the Dbill.

Mr. SMITH. The first line of the bill states the primary
objeet of this legislation,

Mr. MICHENER. But I want to get the gentleman's views.

The gentleman stated as a justification the furnishing of
drinking water to Los Augeles——

Mr. SMITH. Well—

Mr., MICHENER. If we sare going into the business of
furnishing drinking water to cities primarily we should not
go into it unless that is a mere incident to something else,

Mr. SMITH. The gentleman misunderstands me in reference
to that being the prime purpose. The opening statement of the
bill is as follows:

That for the purpose of controlling the floods and regulating the flow
of the lower Colorado River, providing for storage and delivery of the
water thereof for reclamation of public lands and other beneficial uses
within the United States for the generation of electrical energy, as a
means of making the projects herein authorized a self-supporting and
finaneially solvent undertaking, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby
authorized—

And so forth.

The prime purpose of this bill is to control the floods, and
if it were not possible to build the power plant at this time
it would be up to the Federal Government to spend from $30,-
000,000 to $40,000,000 to protect the lives and property of the
people.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman says the Fed-
eral Government will distribute the power at the switchboard.
As I understand, the Government is to sell the power at the
switchboard for publie distribution?

Mr., SMITH. Yes. To sell it to the distributing companies.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I did not understand that the
1]i?‘-:adr.\'ral Government itself was to distribute it from the switch-

oard,

Mr. SMITH. Oh, no.

Mr. Chairman, in concluding my remarks permit me to say
this: The aston’shing nature of the claims advanced on behalf
of his State, by the gentleman from Utah [Mr. LEATHERWOOD],
impel me from a sense of fairness and the spirit of fair play
co:m;non to our people not to let them pass without further com-
ment.,

This is a bill, it should be remembered. for flood control and
the protection of irrigation in the lower Colorado, and to settle
certain international complications. Power is a by-product from
the disposition of which the Federal Treasury is to be reim-
bursed.

There is nothing extraordinary in this class of legislation.
Heretofore, when considering measures of this kind, we have
not heard it said that nothing may be done until this State or
that interest approves,

Here, because certain water rights would be established
through the development, States of the upper division—among
which is Utah—urged that certain provisions be inserted in the
bill to protect them against the creation of rights that might
prove injurious in the future.

Their request was heeded and every amendment to the bill,
every protective device, suggested by these States was inserted.
A large part of the pending bill is devoted to these. Among
these provisions inserted at the insistence of Utah and other
upper-division States was one to the effect that six States must
have ratified the Colorado River compact before work could be
started. Utah and all the upper-basin States at the time had so
ratified,

Now, Utah takes advantage of the very provisions she partici-
pated in inserting in the bill, withdraws from the six-State
compact, and insists that hence nothing can be done. She does
not sericously claim her water rights are not protected. She
could not very well do this. But she does not like the form
of the bill, and particularly the provisions inserted at the in-
sistence of the Secretary of the Interior respecting the way in
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which power is to be handled, and says it shall not pass until
these are modified.

Fortunately such a position need not be countenanced. If
Ttah does not wish the protection in respect to her water
rights, which was the announced reason for this provision in the
bill, by simple amendment she may be left out of the picture.
Representatives from other States desiring to save the Colorado
River compact and to secure to their States the great benefits
of that instrument are urging action. They are unwilling that
the plan worked out so carefully and after months and years of
consideration be destroyed and set at naught by the action of
this one State.

This great and urgently needed development has been delayed
many years under the claim that all the States should agree,
PBut when the State of Arizona holds out so as to secure the
right to levy a royalty on the power, and another State seeks to
take advantage of a provision which was inserted af her own
insistence in the bill, the six States’ compact, and says nothing
c¢an be done until a feature of the development provision au-
thorizing Government to build power plant having nothing to
do with the protection of her water rights is changed, the limit
of patience and waiting is passed and the time to do something
has arrived.

In the course of my remarks the gentleman from Arizona
raised a question which calls for further comment. The idea
suggested by him is stated in his minority report on House bill
0826, as follows:

AGRICULTURAL COMPETITION FREOM MEXICAN IRRIGATED LANDS

From the best available information I am convinced that at least
1,000,000 acres of land In Lower California and Sonora, Mexico, can
be irrigated from the Colorado River. At the present time about
200,000 acres are actnally under cultivation in that part of Mexico.
The remainder of the delta of the Colorado is readily susceptible of
reclamation at very reasonable expense and undoubtedly will be
promptly brought under irrigation if the flow of the river is regulated
and water is thereby made available for use in Mexico.

® L ] * * ® * L

Practically all of the cotton and other crops now grown on the
Colorado delta lands in Mexico are shipped into the United States,
and this country will continue to be the market for the products of
the larger irrigated area.

Mr. Chairman, this statement is ealculated to create the
impression that the Boulder Canyon development will result
in increased cotton acreage to compete with existing acreage.

The exact reverse of this is true and is susceptible to
absolute demonstration. Continuance of present conditions
means increasing cotton production in Mexico. The Boulder
Canyon project means a limitation on this. Cotton production
in the Imperial Valley in the United States is negligible and
is rapidly decreasing, as experience has demonstrated that
Imperial Valley is best suited for the raising of early vegetables
and similar specialities, noncompetitive with the stable farm
Crops.

The physieal situation now existing in the lower Colorado
River Basin and the irrigation development and tendencies
there are clearly stated in the report of the committee on
H. R. 9826, as follows:

When the development of Imperial Valley was first conceived, it
was thought impossible to undertake the expense of building a
eanal all in the United States to furnish water to the valley. Hence,
advantage was taken of an old river channel and the ecanal was
built, taking water from the Colorado River just above the boundary
line, and thence meandering through Mexico for a long distance before
returning to the valley. This canal was built in Mexico by a Mexi-
can corporation, under a concession, by the terms of which lands
in Mexico were entitled to “ one-half of the volume of water passing
through the canal.” At this early date there was little or no irriga-
tion in Mexico. Binee that time irrigation has increased very rapidly
in Mexico, much more rapidly of late years than in the Imperial
Valley in the United States. This appears from the following table,
showing by years the acreage irrigated in the United Btates and in
Mexico from the existing main canal:

Acres drrigated

United

Year Btates Mexico Total
1908 141,080 | - 6,985 147,965
1609, 160, 470 9, 051 160, 521
1910 181, 191 4,920 160,111
1911 201, 782 14, 053 216, 735
1912 220, 511 21,509 242,110
1913 242, 036 83, 761 276, 707
1014 277, 2332 39, 600 316, 832
1015 203, 534 41,000 334,
1016 308, 009 67, 500 875, 500
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Acres irrigated—~Continued

Year g‘;‘tﬁd Mexico Total
M e s
414,720 180, 000 gg.’;, 720
410, 070 120, 000 530, 070
1922 A 413,400 150, 000 563, 400
1623 415, 000 180, 000 585, 000
i o RS A TR T SR YW NE 413,832 185, 022 98, B54
1925 % 217, 000 617, 000
1 Estimated.

There are approximately 800,000 acres of land in Mexico susceptible
of irrigation by gravity from the present msain canal.

Already there are more lands being irrigated from this canal than
may reliably be cared for by the available water in the river. As =aid
by Mr. M. G. Dowd, chief engineer of the imperial irrigation district,
in November, 1925, when testifying before the Senate committee :

“There is no question but that even with the present irrigated
acreage in Mexico the area mow in crop in the United States is larger
than it should be, if losses are to be avolded from water shortages dur-
ing the low flow of the river. Mexico has been using for several years
past more than one-half of the water diverted from the river for bene-
ficial use during July and Augmst. As an example, take those two
months for the present year: During July we delivered 144,236 acre-
feet to users in Mexico and 117,589 acre-feet to users in the United
States ; during August the respective smounts were 189,202 and 102,442
acre-feet. With the additional 100,000 acres mentioned above, Mexico
will require half the water diverted during longer periods of the low
flow of the river, increasing the frequency and length of water short-
ages. This means that there will be that much less available for the
lands in the United States than was the case heretofore during these
periods when the acreage across the line was not large enough to
demand half the water for any great length of time."

It will be observed from the table inserted above that for the last
slx years there has been practically no Increase in the irrigated areas
in the Imperial Valley. In Mexico, however, there has been an Increase
in the Irrigafed acreage of nearly 100 per cent, the acreage mounting
from 118,680 acres in 1918 to 217,000 in 1925. Soon there will be
another 100,000 acres of land brought under water in Mexico, this
being the additional acreage referred to by Mr, Dowd. This spells
disaster for ranchers In Imperial Valley.

As well expressed by the Beeretary of the Interior in his report to
this committee on January 12, 1826:

“The canal now supplies water for the irrigation of over 400,000
acres in California, and irrigators in Mexico at present require water
for the irrigation of 200,000 acres. But Mexican irrigators are entitled,
under this concession, to double the volume they are now using, or for
enough to irrigate as many acres as are now irrigated in California.
That is more water than the unregulated flow of the river will now
supply. As the Mexiean irrigators are on the upper end of the canal,
the pinch of scareity, when it has come in the past or when it may
come in the future, falls first on irrigators in the United States, which
country supplies the water, all the construction cost, and all the money
advanced for operation. It is unfair to California irrigators now and
will be even more so after the reservolir is built,

“1It is physically possible to irrigate much more than 400,000 acres
from this canal in Mexico. If this coneession remains in force with-
out any amendment and the canal continues to be used as npow, the
irrigated area in Mexico will eontinue to extend. The volume needed
to be diverted from the river would be more than the direct flow at
the low-water season, and the area irrigated in California would be
subject to ruinous uncertainties and loss, If storage is provided, a
part of the water for the irrigation of lands in Mexico would, under
this concession, have to be supplied from the reservoir, as this canal
would be the only means of conveying water to the Imperial Valley,
and it can be operated only if the terms of the Mexican concession are
complied with."

Mpr. Chairman, referring to the table of irrigated acreage, the
amount underwent no change in 1926, although in Mexico new
land was brought under water and about a like quantity of land
theretofore irrigated was not cultivated.

Actual figures thus demonstrate an increasing acreage in
Mexico, a stationary or decreasing acreage in the Unifed States.
There is every reason to expect and to fear that if nothing is
done, as said by the Secretary, “the irrigated area in Mexico
will continue to extend.” :

Actual figures of cotton acreage in Mexico and in Imperial
Valley have been procured from 1920 to date. These show that
the land irrigated from the river in Mexico is almost exclusively
devoted to cotton, while in Imperial Valley cotion raising is
gradually being abandened.
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The reason why cotton is raised largely below the border and
not in the United States, is that there is available below the
border an abundance of cheap Chinese-labor,

These figures are:

Cotton acreage in Imperial Valley, United States, and in Mczico

Year Eggi Mexico
126, 081 180, 500
43,732 114, 000
26, 440 142,519
64, 654 171, 000
79, 800 170, 100
47, 200 197, 430
32, 000 145, 300

It is interesting to combine this table with the table of irri-

gated acresge in Mexico and the United States. Thus:

Tand 3 ioecal Land in Mexico

Year

Total In cotton Total In cotton
1920..._. 414,720 126, 081 180, 000 180, 500
e R A 410, 000 43,732 120, 000 114, 000
b R I T e 413, 400 a6, 440 150, 000 142, 519
R e Ty AU e ] 415, 000 64, 654 180, 000 171, 000
1924 .| 413,832 800 185, 170, 000
R e e e 400, 47, 200 217, 000 197, 430
1926 400, 000 000 217, 000 145, 300

Thus it conclusively appears that a continuance of the present
conditions will be conducive to increased cotton production in
Mexico, while the Boulder Canyon development will put a stop
to this process by placing the United States in a position where
it can control and limit water deliveries to these Mexican lands
and prevent further increases in cotton acreage. Every year's
delay means more land in cotton in Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, the engineers of the Reclamation Service, who
have constructed some of the largest dams in the Western
States, have been conducting investigations for a number of
years of the proposed development of the Colorado River, many
of whom have appeared before the committee, and their testi-
mony has been printed and is available. I have just received
the following letter from Dr. Elwood Mead, the Commissioner
of Reclamation, who has a national and international reputa-
tion as a constructing and hydraulic engineer, setting forth his
views on the pending bill :

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
Washington, February 2, 1927,
Hon., AppisoNn T. SMITH,
Chairman Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C,

Dear Mg, SmiTH: My long and intimate contact with the farmers of
Yuma and Imperial Valleys and my knowledge of their struggle to pro-
tect their farms and homes from being destroyed by Coloradoe River
floods leads me to express the hope that early action may be taken in
placing the Swing-Johnson bill before the House of Representatives.

The growing menace to the levees which now hold the river out of
these valleys has led recently to appeals to this bureau for investiga-
tions and advice regarding emergency measures for protection from the
floods of next summer. These valleys have been visited and reports
made within the last two or three months by Colonel Jackson, of the
United States Engineer Corps; by R. M. Priest, engineer, United States
Reclamation Bureau; and Prof. Frank Adams, of the University of
California. They are in agreement that the Imperial Valley is menaced
by a disaster of dramatic proportions.

All agree that a reservoir large enough to hold back foods and in-
crease the low-water flow is an imperative necessity, Levees are a
temporary makeshift. The river runs along the rim of the Imperial
Valley Basin. It is building up Its channel through the deposit of the
100,000 acre-feet of silt carried down yearly by its sediment-laden
waters, This means that levees must be raised higher and higher,
with greater costs to malntain and Increasing danger of failure. A
break at a critical point may easily ecause the loss of all that has been
buiit up by 20 years of sacrifice and arduous effort. Only less seriouns
is the recurring danger of drought during August and September. The
Ioss of crops in one year has reached the staggering total of $6,000,000.

There ls no reason why the Nation should not favor early action on
this measure. Its provision for entire repayment of the cost relieves
the general taxpayer of auny financial burden, present or prospective.
The stupendous dam will regulate the river. The all-American canal
to carry the water to Imperial Valley will end a vexatious and costly
conflict with Mexico over international water rights.
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The Government has been drawn into this great enterprise because
no private company has offered to assume the risk and Incur the ex-
pense of building the dam and related irrigation works, and no private
company could adequately deal with interstate and international water
rights, provide domestic water for the needs of cities, protect the
rights of existing irrigators and construct works for the irrigation of
new areas, These complex factors make this a national enterprise in
the truest sense.

It is fortunate, therefore, that building the dam creates great power
possibilities. Without the revenue to be obtained from the sale of
power at the switehboard, or the lease of the power privilege, this proj-
ect would entail a burden of many millions of dollars on the taxpayers
of the whole country. The power possibilities ought to be utilized and
the revenue therefrom ought to be used to help pay for the works. The
bill is so drawn that contracts to furnish the needed revenue must be
signed before comstruction begins. It is a unique, safe, soivent, busi-
nesslike scheme,

The act is so drawn that the Secretary of the Interior is not re-
quired to build the power plant. He can lease the power privilege
to private companies or municipalities who would erect their Eenera-
ting works, or he can build a power house and lease it with the water
to those who would install electric machinery. These alternatives for
dealing with the power opportunity are necessary in order to enable
the Secrefary to bargain to advantage. If he is deprived of authority
to Invite alternative proposals I am convinced that competition will
be restricted and the result will be an unworkable measure because
of lack of revenue.

While the bill as drawn embodies the Colorado River compact and
is conditioned on ratification by six States of that compact, such condi-
tion is not essential to the accomplishment of the purposes of the bill.
If these States do not desire to ratify, it is entirely within the power
of Congress to provide for the protection of the upper States by sub-
Jecting this development to the terms of the compact, in so far as
it gives to those States the prior right to 7,500,000 acre-feet of water
each year.

If these works are built, I favor such reservations of power to the
different States of the lower basin as will assure them of cheap power
for the development of their industries, but I am not in favor of power
reservations that will enable them to levy toll on revenue due the
Gover t and led to repay construction costs. Until the entire
investment of the Government has been repaid all the revenue, whether
from power sold at the switchboard of a Government plant or from
water leases to private works, should go to the Federal Government.
After that has been done, then the Government may properly consider
who should be the beneficiariegs of profits from the operation of these
works ; but an attempt to allocate now any part of the revenue from
irrigation, sale of water for domestic purposes, or from power to anyone
outside of the Government will, I fear, make financing the enterprise
impossible,

If this bill is brought before the House, its discusslon will educate the
public as to the urgent necessitles of the Imperiled sections of the
Southwest and as to the economic value of the latent resources which
it will bring into use,

Bincerely yours,

Ernwoop Muap,
Commissioner.,

In regard to the importance and urgency of this legislation
I desire to direct attention to a public statement made on Febru-
ary 27, 1926, by Hon. Herbert Hoover, Secretary of Commerce,
and generally published in the press, as follows:

The legislation which will secure the great works on the Colorade is
urgent for three imperative reasons:

First. The steadily increasing menace of irreparable flood damage to
the lower valleys of California and Arizona.

Becond. The necessity of the Los Angeles sectlon to reinforce its
domestic water supply, which imples development of great power to
pump this water into southern California.

Third. The urgent need for protection of our international rights,

The legislation is unique in that it imposes no burden on the Federal
Government except the loan of the necessary credit.

No work is to be undertaken until the contracts and guarantees,
which amply cover the return of all funds, have been entered into.

No such proposal has ever been put up from the West before, and
in itself indicates the anxlety of the Southwest; for usually the
Federal Government has provided at least flood control at national
expense,

The forms of legislative proposals are never perfect at the start. It
can never entirely sult every interest.

There must be some bending in compromise if we are to get forward
in any subject, and I can not but feel that the major issues are being
overlooked in the apprehension over secondary questions by the sister
States in the Colorado Basin.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho
has expired.
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Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. TINCHER, Chauman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill (H. R.
16863) making appropriations for the legislative branch of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolution thereon.

ADDRESS OF MR. FRED STEWART, OF GOODLAND, KANS,, ON CONDITION
OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. WHITE of Kansas, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
gent to extend my remarks in the REecorp by inserting a short
statement from Mr. Fred Stewart, of Goodland, Kans.,, on the
subject of agriculture.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp as indicated.
Is there objection?

There was no objeetion.

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to
extend my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following
address by Mr. Fred Stewart, a Sherman County, Kans.,
rancher, published in the Goodland (Kans.) News-Republic of
December 16, 1926

FARMERS MUST WORK OUT THEIR OWN SALVATION, BAYS STEWART IN
ADDRESS

The following address was given by Fred Stewart, Sherman County
rancher, at the annual farm bureau meeting Wednesday of last week.
Mr. Stewart’'s talk created such a favorable impression at the meeting
that the News-Republic obtained his permission to reproduce it in
full. It follows:

“ Mr. President, ladies, and gentlemen, as members of the farm bun-
reau we are vitally interested in the welfare of agriculture; we a&re
justified in that vital interest, for we are farmers.

1 belleve I am safe in making the statement that we are all more
or less dissatisfied with farming conditions, and that we are justified
in that dissatisfaction, for agricalture has participated very llttle, if
at all, in our much-talked-of national prosperity. Government statis-
ticians tell us that, compared with pre-war values the dollar of labor
and ecapital is from 20 to 60 per cent above par, while the dollar of
agriculiure is from 20 to 40 per cent below par, with the annual
average income of farm operators something less than $500,

“ 47y are concerned, and rightly so, in this disparity, and we can
not hold to our self-respect if we suffer this eondition to continue
unchallenged.

“ Others are concerned. Labor and capital realize that their dollar
can not be long held at its present level if agriculture’s dollar is not
. brought to a parity with their own; that they can not contlnue to
enjoy prosperity unless agriculture participates in that prosperity.

# There are those who advocate measures tending to deprive labor and
capital of their hard-won positions through lower wages and less profits.
History records no instance whereby one class or interest was ever
benefited by dragging down another class or interest. It will be
T bered that 8 gained mothing by pulling down the temple
upon his enemies. While he brought death to them he likewise perished.
It might be possible for agriculture to combine with some pelitical
faction and force legislative action that would have a depressing in-
fluence upon labor and capital, but to do so would be economic sulcide.
To illustrate: Practically all of us are in debt; these debts were
largely comtracted during the high-price levels of or following the
World War. Let us say that we borrowed $5,000 when wheat was
selling at $2 per bushel. Twenty-five hundred bushels of wheat at
that price would have liguidated our debt. But at present prices it
would require nearly 5,000 bushels. In one sense our debt has doubled,
and our salvation rests, not in a lower price level, but in the returm
to & higher one. !

“ Government is also concerned. In the last session of Congress
there were several bills under discussion the aims of which were to
remedy the ill of agriculture, but fortunately, perhaps, none were en-
acted into law.

“All of you, no doubt, have had at some time a cow get down, elther
from lack of proper feed, accident, or illness. When we get an animal
in that condition we tall her up. It has been my experience, which I
believe is not unusual, that when we find an animal in that condition
who either can not or will not help itself, the best method of procedure
is to get the ax and assist nature in taking her course, for that cow will
never get up under her own power.

“There are those who would tall up agriculture by lowering freight
rates. It has been stated so often that the farmer not only pays the
freight on that which he buys but on that which he sells as well, that
we have almost come to believe it; and yet nothing is farther from the
trutb. If the railroads were to earry our products to market free of
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charge, we would not benefit a penny other than as comsumers. For it
1s the consumer that pays all charges, which includes the freight, ,

“In the early statehood daye of Oklahoma, the eorporation convmis-
slon acting with the corporation commission of Texas arbitrarily lowered
the freight rate on wheat from common Oklahoma and Texas points to
Galveston by 3 cents per bushel. Figures were published showing that
that action would put several millions of dollars into the pockets of the
farmers of these two Btates. The rate went into effect, but the farmer
did not get the 3 cents per bushel that he was led to expect. I had a
friend who operated an elevator, and one day while in his office I told
him [ thought it mean of him to hold out this 3 eents on the needy
farmer. He denied he had it. I then said, the export elevators must
have it., There was a representative of ome of these export elevator
companies in the office at the time, and he said that they did not have
the 3 cents. ‘Then, who has it?' I asked; and he answered: ‘ The
ultimate consumer, who in this instance happens to be the people of
Europe, has that 8 cents. The corporation commissions of Oklahoma
and Texas bave reduced the freight charges 8 cents on every bushel of
wheat earrled by the railroads of these two SBtates.'

“ Reducing freight charges will mever put agriculture on its feet.

* Others would tail up agriculture by loaning it more money. I am
sure that agriculture 18 more interested in getting rid of the old mort-
gage than in eontracting a mew one. That remedy will not work.

“ Some advocate cooperative marketing as a remedial measure, That
has been tried, and except in a few isolated cases, has proven a
failure. The citrus fruits associations, the tobacce pool, the wheat
pool are all flopping or about to flop. With eflicient marketing machin-
ery already in existence, why throw additional overhead on agriculture
by adding more.

“ Cooperative marketing will never enrich agriculture,

“ We have others who would do away with boards of trade and make
future buying and sclling illegal. How foollsh! Farmers should be
the best patromns of the wheat pit, not as speculators, but as producers
stabilizing the prices of their products from to

“ Other would-be economists would have the Government buy the
surplus. If the Government starts in buying the surpluses it will be
doing some business. No system of subsidy will ever be popular or
practical In this country. It is a bad idea, and one which agriculture
has always fought, and for a good reason=no other industry, in the
end, would ever suffer so much from its general adoption.

“If these suggestions, and they comprise practically all that have
been brought forward to remedy the ills of agriculture, are not worka-

ble, perbaps you think that agriculture’s condition is hopeless. Not
at all. |
%It is said that God helps those who help themselves. There is &

remedy at hand, at practically no cost. We have a national, State, and
county farm bureau, with a full corps of officers and county agents
who are willing to give every assistance o any movement tending to
improve agricultural conditions. The Department of Agriculture, Fed-
eral and State, maintains a bureau of statistics, and sends out free
of charge the findings of these bureans. To-day you may know the very
probable amount of next year's wheat crop, the tonnage of beef and
pork, how many bushels of corn and bales of cotton that will go to
market before the year ends. Yon may know, approximately, what
price these products will bring on the market, whether the demand will
exceed the supply or the supply exceed the demand. The law of
averages, In a country of so great an extent as this, works nearly
perfect.

“With this information, free of charge at hand, and with a working
organization already in existence, the farmers of this country can by
becoming members of the Farm Bureau and working in harmony, within
12 months' time become magters of their own destiny, eaptains of their
own souls. They can do it by letting the Farm Bureau use an adding
machine and estimating the acreage necessary to produce the food to
meet the demands of our home market and acting in accordance with
those estimates. They can do it by working eight hours a day. By
their own initiative, without the help of Congress, they can bring their
now depreciated dollar to a parity with any dollar on earth. None
others can do this for them. They must help themnselves to their
feet. They must work together for the good of themselves, asking only
Justice, and granting justice to those in all other callings.

“They must cease producing unwieldly surpluses. Last year it was
the Corn Belt that was calling for help; this year it is the Cotton Belt;
next year it may be the Wheat Belt bankrupting themsclves by over-
production and failing to learn in the bitter school of experience.
These recurring periods of overproduction can be avoided only through
thorough organization, and no organization could be any better than
the one we have mow—the farm burean. Organization alone will not
help, there must also be 100 per cent loyalty.

“ Labor and eapital went through the reconstruction days following the
World War on their own power and came out stronger than ever, Agri-
culture can do the same if it will. If It will not, it is mot worth
saving, and should give way to some more worthy system. If agricul-
ture will not help itself to get on its feet some one should be sent for
the ax and nature assisted in taking its proper and aceepted course.
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* We, who practice agriculture, have ever been prone to wait for Con-
gress, or some other agency, to heal our ills; have ever expected some-
one else to do our thinking for us; to look after our interests; to get
us on our feet after we are down, and we have been down about 50 per
cent of the time in the past 50 years. It has never worked very well
in the past, and I believe it will work even less in the future.

“1 have a friend in Oklahoma, Bill Kuder by name, a lumberman by
profession. Bill was an easy flesher and at the time would have tipped
the scales at better than 200. This was a long time ago, when the
ladles wore "em long and the opportunity to get an eye full was limited
to windy days, and even then the wind that rufled the skirts above
the ankles more often than not filled the bad man’s eye with dust. One
day I found Bill working a gang of men back of his lumberyard and
stopped and asked what it was all about. Bill said that he was going
to reduce by playing tennis, and that he was building a court. A few
days later I dropped around to watch Bill reduce. When I arrived I
found him gitting on a bench on the shady side of the court watching
four of the prettiest girls in town skipping about after the elusive ball
1 was a little overweight mysélf at the time, so I sat down by the side
of Bill to reduce. We kept at it for several weeks and then weighed
up heavier than ever. It was pleasant exercise but not the kind that
reduced the belt line.

“]If farmers want to be prosperous, want to get a decent return for
their labor and investment, they can do it by helping themselves and
no one can help them but themselves. They must play the game, not
sit on the side lines.”

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE—CLAIM OF EDWIN TUCKER (8., DOC. NO. 202)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States, which was read and,
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Commiitee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State,
concerning a claim against the United States, presented by the
Government of Great Britain for compensation to the relatives
of BEdwin Tucker, a British subject who was killed by a United
States Army ambulance in Colon, Panama, on or about De-
cember 6, 1924, The report requests that the recommendation
as indicated therein be adopted and that the Congress author-
ize the appropriation of the sum necessary to compensate the
claimants in this case,

1 recommend that in order to effect a settlement of the claim
in accordance with the recommendation of the Secretary of
State, the Congress, as an act of grace and without reference
to the legal liability of the United States in the premises,
authorize an appropriation of twenty-five hundred dollars
($2,500). :

Tae WHiTE HoUSE,
Washington, February 5, 1927,
PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE—ECONOMIC CONFERENCE AT GENEVA (8. DOC.
NO. 201)

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which was read
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs and ordered printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Government of the Unifted States has been invited by
the Council of the League of Nations to take part in the
appointment of members of the economic conference which will
meet at Geneva, Switzerland, on May 4, 1927, I transmit here-
with a copy of the invitation dated December 22, 1926, together
with a copy of Document C. E. I. 6 containing the report of
November 19, 1926, made by the preparatory committee and
the text of the resolution of the council of December 9, 1926.
The agenda of the conference are annexed to the report of the
preparatory committee.

The first part of the agenda relates to “ The World Economie
Position,” and the second part to specified problems in the
fields of “ Commerce,” “ Industry,” and “Agriculture.”

The nature of the conference is indicated in the following
statement from the report adopted by the Council of the League
of Nations on March 17, 1926, as quoted in the report of the
preparatory committee :

The conference is not to be composed of responsible delegates in-
vested with full powers for the conclusion of conventions; it is
intended, rather, to organize a general consultation, in the course of
which, as at the financial conference at Brussels, the various programs
and doctrines may be freely exposed without the freedom of discussion
being restricted by any immediate necessity to transform the conmclu-
gions of the conference into international engagements,

The invitation specifies that each country is to appoint not
more than five members. These members “will not in any

CarLviy COOLIDGE.
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way bind their Governments and will not be gualified to act as
spokesmen of an official policy.” The members may be accom-
panied by experts, who may attend the meetings, but without
the right to speak or vote except with the special permission of
the conference.

1 consider it important that the Government of the United
States participate in the appointment of members of this con-
ference, not only in order that this Government may be ade-
quately informed of discussions in their relation to American
interests, but also in order that the American point of view may
be duly presented and in the hope of contributing to the develop-
ment of sound economic foundations of friendly intercourse and
prosperity. The United States is taking its part in study of
the problem of arms limitation at the invitation of the League
of Nations. This country should also stand ready to aid in the
study of means to promote economie progress.

This is not the occasion to discuss specific problems outlined
in the agenda. It is sufficient to note that the conference con-
templates an inquiry into important problems affecting Ameri-
can interests. This Government will have the benefit of its
deliberations but will not be bound by its results.

In order to defray expenses pertaining to American partiei-
pation in the appointment of members of the economic confer-
ence, I recommend that there be anthorized to be appropriated
the sum of $15,000, to be expended in the discretion of the
Executive. In view of the prices prevailing at Geneva, it is
important that expenditures for subsistence be exempted from
the limitations imposed by existing law.

CaLvix CooLIDGE.

THE WHITE HOUSE,

Washington, D. C., February 5, 1927.
BOULDER DAM PROJECT

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks on the Boulder dam.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks as indicated. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, under the privilege extended me
by the House I am inserting my statement made to the Rules
Committee of the House on January 22, 1927. In these remarks
1 fully discuss the attitude of Arizona and Utah toward the
Boulder dam legislation, and undertake to show that their
objections are without a sound basis in faet and should not
be permitted to hold up this urgently needed project.

The statement iz as follows:

The Roulder dam project has for six years been between the upper
and the nmether millstones, represented by two very able and persuasive
Members of Congress. The upper millstone is the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. LeATHERWOOD] ; the nether millstone bas been the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. HaYpENx)]. They have protested the project and
fought it at every stage of the game, and, I think, in the language of
the lawyer, thelr presentations here might be described as a general
and specific denial on all points.

It is easy, as to anything conceived by the mind of man, to criti-
cize., It is easy to throw out questions and doubts, and becaunse you
may not be able to think at the moment of an answer, to conclude that
there is no answer, and, therefore, that it is open to that eriticism,

This great undertaking (because it is a great undertaking) has not
been hastily conceived. It has been the result of years of study, The
year before 1 ecame to Congress, by the Kinkaid Aet passed in May,
1920, the Interior Department was given a mandate by Congress to
ondertake a study of the problems of the lower Colorado River, and to
solve those problems they found it necessary to make a study of the
whole Colorado River. There was appropriated $20,000 at that time,
and in the next year Congress, in its appropriation for the Interior
Department, appropriated $100,000 to continue the studies. Local com-
munities advanced money to a total of about $185,000; Arizona some,
the Imperinl Valley some, various cities who mneeded domestic water,
some ; all of which, together with the Government appropriation, has
been expended in this,

The year following that $100,000 more was appropriated by Congress
to continue the study further, and after that, to close it up and to make
their entlre studies available, $20,000 in the succeeding appropriation
for the Department of the Interior. Under Mr. Arthur P, Davis there
was compiled and published what is generally known as Senate Docu-
ment No. 142, Sixty-seventh Congress. It was published in 1922, con-
taining investigations and conclusions and recommendations of the
Department of the Interior, which were sent down to Congress by the
Secretary of the Interior with the recommendation that they cnact
those recommendations into law.

Mr. Davis subsequently left the service and Mr. F. E. Weymouth,
bullder of the Arrowrock Dam, the highest dam that has ever been
built, and a number of other dams, including the Lower Yellowstone,
the PBolse, the Minidoka, and the Jackson Lake Dams, became chief
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engineer of the Reclamation Service. He went all over the problem
anew and he called together In Denver a consulting board, after he had
concluded his investigations, consisting of the greatest engineers of the
West, In addition to-such well-known Reclamation Eervice engineers
as Savage, Gaylord, Dibble, and Debler, there was called in Ransome,
Jenlson, and Homer Hamlin to pass upon the site and A. J. Wiley,
Louig Hill, and James Munn to pass on plans and cost estimates.

The Cmammawn, Did Mr, Weymouth build the Roosevelt Dam?

Mr. Swing, No. He built the Arrowrock Dam.

Mr. Ssrre. That is the highest dam in the United States.

The CuammsmaN, How high is that dam?

Mr. SsmirH, Three hundred and forty-eight feet.

Mr, Swixg. They investigated all of the recommendations, includ-
fng the unit price. That report came in to the Secretary of the In-
terior. He felt that in an undertaking of this magnitude he should
have the best obtalnable engineering advice the Government could
offer, wherenpon he convened an engineering board of his own, con-
gisting of Col, Spense Cosby, from the War Department; Col. William
Kelly, from the Federal Water Power Commission ; Mr. Herman Stabler,
from the Geological Survey; and F. E. Weymouth, E. B. Debler, and
Walker R. Young, from Reclamation Service. They re-reviewed what
had already been reviewed, and after their recommendations had been
presented to the Secretary of the Interior this bill was drawn con-
taining an embodiment of the Government experts’ recommendations
as to what the Government should do to solve the problems of the lower
Colorado. [

The Crameymay, Let me ask you do you understand that they have
drawn definite plans to such an extent that they can really figure the
cost of this dam?

Mr. Swixe. Absolutely. Tt is here compiled, with nnit costs of pro-
duction plans and specifications.

The CHAmMAx. Complete specifications on the whole works?

Mr. "BwinNg. Absolutely; and before they did that they had the
United States Geological Survey with thelr two best men go out there
and spend a month going up and down the site studying the rock
formation of the canyon walls. They took dlamond-test borings on
these sites. They studied and examined everything, It was pot a
bird’s-eye view. They went to the bottom of it. They located lime-
stone deposits from which they counld make their own cement, if neces-
siry. They studied out the question of the location of a railroad to
connect up the gite and to put their machinery and material in there
at the cheapest cost. It hag all been gone into most definitely and most
earefully.

The CrAamrMAN, How long a rallroad would they have to build?

Mr. 8wiNG. They have two tentative plans, one from Arizona and one
from Las Vegas, Nev., which is the shortest distance, ahout 28 miles.

While flood is the great problem, it is not the only one. Let me read
to you some of the problems this project must solve. I read from
section 6 of the bill:-

“The dam and reservoir provided for by section 1 hereof shall be
used, first, for river regulation and flood control."”

The flood problem is well understood. As to river regulatiom, there
is mowhere any denlal that the river ls navigable. In the majority
report it recognizes that thls work will improve navigation. Above the
dam for a hundred miles it will make the water navigable, and by
regulating the flow below it will make"the river navigable between that
dam and the Laguna Dam. It Iz not necessary for the river to be
navigable to the gea in order to be held navigable. That is a matter for
Congress, in 1ts wisdom, to determine,

ThesCHATRMAN, As a matter of real fact, is that a question in connee-
tion with this whole project?

Mr. Swing. When we come to discuss the rights of States, we are
discussing legal rights, and the rights of the United States mvight turn
on whether the river was navigable, and on that phase of it there is no
dispute, as far as I can see, because the report of Mr. Hayden says it is
navigable. We admit it will improve navigation, and the bill provides
that one of its purposes is for stream regulation.

Mr. GArrETT, The conrts have gone no further on the gquestion of
navigation than to deal with the natural stage, have they?

Mr. Bwisg. That is true, but there has been commercial navigation
on the river. It may be to some extent restored by this project.

The CHAIRMAX, There is no commercial navigation at present?

Mr. SwING. Not now. There has been.

Mr, RaxsnLeY, There is a treaty existing between Mexico and the
United States In reference to the river belng navigable?

Mr. SwinG. It provides that nothing shall be done by either party to
interfere with navigation by United States citizens and American boats,

Mr. GarrerT. That is all there is in that treaty, what you have just
quoted ?

Mr. Swixe. The exact language I will quote from Article IV of the
treaty of 1853 :

“The vessels and citizens of the United States shall in all time have
free and uninterrupted passage through the Gulf of California to and
from their possessions situated north of the boundary line of the two
countries. It being understood that this passage is to be by navigating
the Gulf of California and the River Colorade, and not by land, without
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the express consent of the Mexican Government, and precisely the same
provisions, stipulations, and restrictions in all respects are hereby
agreed upon and adopted and shall be scrupulously observed and en-
forced by the two contracting Governments in reference to the Rio Colo-
rado, so far and for such distance as the middle of that river is made
theilr common boundary line by the first article of this treaty.”

“ Becond, for irrigation.” It does not bring under cmltivation new
land, but it does stabilize the supply to existing communities and make
poseible at a future date, when Congress is ready, additional recla-
mation,

“And domestic nses,” The Pacific coast cities, to the extent of about
a dozen, are now at work, cooperating to build an agueduct to this river
to bring to those cities additional domestic water which is vitally _
needed. Tt is most ridiculous to have anyone say to this commitiee
that those cities which have already spent nearly $2,000,000 with pre-
liminary surveys and the beginning of actual work, are doing it as a
bluff in order to get Congress to pass this legislation, or to cheapen the
value of some water rights some place else which they rcally intend to
buy. They are doing it because they have exbausted all local resources,
including the subterranean water, which is rapidly failing, and have
found that it is impossible for them to get an adequate supply of
domestic water from any other source,

“And satisfaction of present perfected rights in pursuance of Article
VIII of said Colorado River compact.”

There 18 a Pandora box closed by this compact which may open a
flood of litigation, the like of which has mever been seen in any part
of the United States, over water rights, which may keep the Supreme
Court of the United Btates busy for the next 100 years and hold back
development in all of these States unless ‘n some way these rights are
settled.

Mr. GarreTT, Does this bill actually settle those rights?

Mr. Bwine. Yes. This bill has worked out an adjustment which no
one has complained of, not even the gentleman from Arizona, as to the
merits or justice of it. This bill puts that compact into effect as to
those Btates which have ratified it.

“And third, for power.” The bill does not refer to another ebligation,
because it Is mot mow existent, and it was not thought wise to spe-
cifically refer to it, but this country, as sure as we are here, is going to
have to assume some kind of am obligation to deliver some amount of
water (and 1 hope it will be small) to Mexico, because in all ireaties
that we have negotinted in the past we have, as a matter of comity with
other nations, accorded them some water where they have been putting
it to beneficial use. Where can the United States get that water to
supply such treaty obligation unless it owns and controls the dam from
which it can discharge the water?

Now, 1 want to take up, because it is seriously pressed here, the
objections made by two great States. How can the passage of the
Swing-Johnson bill, as it is called, possibly injure the Btate of Utah?
If this great dam is built, a condition precedent to the expenditure of §1
on it is that the State of Califbrnia must ratify, unconditionally, the
Colorado River compact. Now, it becomes immaterial what California
did at gome previous legislature. They must ratify, anew and uncondi-
tionally, and this dam when built must be under the control of the pro-
visions and limitations of the Colorado River compact. Regarding that
there can be mo question whatever,

The CHAIEMAN, Up to this date California has not rafified it uncon-
ditionally ¥

Mr. Swixne. California did unconditionally ratify the seven-State
compact, but when she was asked by the upper-basin States to ratify
the six-State compact we found that the assumption of responsibility
under the six-State compact was a great deal different from the as-
sumption of responsibility under the seyven-State compact. The com-
pact divides the water into groups, and it is a group obligation,
one basin to the other; not the individual Btate of California to any
other State. With Arizona staying out, California was underwriting
the good conduct of the entire lower-basin group. That meant that
we would have to let Arizona have all the water they could possibly
use, because if Arizona was restricted as to the extent to which she
could use water, she, while staying out of the compact, counld enjoin
some project in an upper-basin State and that would be a viclation
of our contract to stand back of the upper-basin Btates in their right
to use up to 7,500,000 acre-feet n year under the compact.

The CHAIRMAN. Then, as I understand it, this reservation in Cali-
fornia simply makes provision for water for the lower-basin Btates?

Mr. Swing. Yes. Under the Colorado River compact the upper-basin
States can hold back all of the water in any one year. We have
vested water rights now in the lower-basin States approximating
pearly 5,000,000 acre-feet.

Mr. GarreTrr. You do mot mean to say that California has unecon-
ditionally ratified it?

Mr. Swina. California did unconditionally ratify it, and then sub-
sequently made it conditioned.

Mr. GAarreTT. It repealed it?

Mr. 8wing. Yes. It stands now on the conditional ratification that
if it has to give up its vested water rights to the upper-basin States,
which it is willing to do if it is supplied with storage water, because
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water Is water, whether It comes ont of a reservoir or out of the flow
of the stream. In the interests of peace on the river, all it asks is
that it be afforded storage to take the place of its present rights
in and to the matural flow of the river. 8o, the construction of this
dam can not possibly interfere with the rights of Utah under the
Colorado River compact, because the terms of the Colorade River
compuaet cover this project by express declaration. And, in addition
to that, all contracts to be made by the Secretary of the Interior
for the beneficial use of either water or power out of this project, are
to be governed by the restrictions and limitations of the compact which
are put into the contracts, and those same restrictions and limitations
must go into every contract, and the beneficiary of the contract must
- recognize the superior right of the upper-basin States to that extent.

It is therefore impossible that there could be a million acres in
Ttuh or in all the rest of the upper States, left desert by reason of this
bill, unless it would be left desert by the terms of the Colorado River
compact.

Mpy. GammerT. Now, the act of the California Legislature, in which
the condition was imposed, as found on page 3 of Mr. LEATHERWOOD'S
minority report, uses this expression :

“That the provisions of the first paragraph of article 11 of the said
Colorado River compact, making sald compact binding nnd obligatory
when it shall have been approved by the legislature of each of the
signatory States, are hereby waived, and said compact shall become
binding and obligatory upon the State of California when by aect or
resolution of their respective legislatures at least six of the signatory
States, which have approved or which may hereafter approve said con-
tract, shall ¢onsent to such waiver and the Congress of the United
States shall have given its consent and approval: Provided, however,
That said Colorado River compact shall wot be binding or obligatory
upon the State of California by this or any formal approval thereof.”

So the act prior to this was unqualifiedly ratified?

Mr. Swixa, Absolutely. Yes, sir. There is no question about that.

The CuairMAN, I do not understand the reservation of that proviso,
if it is unqualified.

Mr. Garrerr. There was a former act that ungquallfiedly ratified it.

Mr. 8wrixG. And them when Arizona did not ratify it, we ratified
conditionally upon Congress authorizing Boulder dam, The whole
thing is immaterial, because this blll absolutely compels California to
reratify, unconditionally, before a stone can be turned.

The CHaIrMAN, Does it also compel Utah to come in, or some other
State, before anything can be done?

Mr. SwiNG. As the bill now stands, it requires six States to ratify.
We think Utah will reenter the compact, If she does mot, this Dbill
may have to be amended. The Governor of California has stated that
within 24 hours after this bill is passed they will reratify the compact.

Mr., MicHENER. Assuming that he should not, then-what?

Mr. SwiNG. Then there is no projeet, and Utah is not hurt in any
particular, because there is not a stone put in the river.

Mr. MicHENER. In other words, we passed this bill, and if the
Legislature of California at that time does not see fit to ratify it
then all we have gone through with here means nothing?

Mr. Swina. If you pass this bill and the Secretary of the Interior
gees fit not to do anything, it has all gone for nothing,

Mr. MicHESER. But the bill places certain discretion intentionally
in the hands of the Secretary of the Interfor, but I am quite sure
that the bill does not intentionally, or I do not understand that there
is any desire to give the State of California any particular option——

Mr. Bwing. None at all.

Mr. MicaeNer. To accept or refuse what we have tendered.

MraSwixg. That Is trne. There is no option at all. It must ratify
unconditionally, and it will do so.

Mr, LeaTnerwoop complains that there is a possibility that the State
of Arizona, without ratifying the compact, may go along the river and
initiate some water rights on its side. Is that an argument agninst
ihis bi? If they can do it after the bill is passed, they can do it
if the bill is not passed. It is not because of the bill but because of
the physical location of the State with reference to the river, and
becnuse they have not ratified the compact. It has nothing whatever
to do with the project or with the bill, but as a matter of fact, the
authorization of this project is a guaranty that no large undertaking
will be started for the acquisition of adverse water rights in Arizona,
without its ratifying the compact, because you have, for the time being,
10 or 15 or 20 years, possibly, preempled the markets. It is not
likely that after having built thiz dam, any other large undertaking
would be started for some considerable time to come.

As a1 matter of fact, the upper States have put into this bill, that
the United States Government will not assist Arizona in initiating
rights which are Injurious to upper-basin States, by giving them rights
of way for canals and transmission lines, in violation of the terms
of this friendly agreement that has been negotinted between all parties.

Mr. RayseyEr, Do you mean the compaet?

Mr. SwinG. Yes. Now, what are these terms that are in the hill?
The best minds of the upper-basin States worked out their own protee-
tive measures, and at their request we put them in the bill in good
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faith, with the understanding that they would not longer object to the
passage of the bill.

Mr. Hopkins, an official representative on the Colorado River com-
mission from Wyoming, In testifying before the committee said (p. 96
of hearings) :

“Mr. Carpenter, of Colorado, was here and I think was before your
committee two or three weeks ago. He held several conferences with
those persons who are pressing what T know as the Swing-Johnson bill,
which, I understand, has been introduced in a new form by the chalr-
man of .your committee.

“ Mr. Carpenter returned to Colorado, bringing with him several sug-
gested amendments to this Lill. He then called the commissioners of
Utah, New Mexico, Wyoming, and Colorado together for the purpose of
discussing those proposed amendments. We met in Denver a couple of
weeks ago and went rather carefully into those suggested amendments.

“Mr. LeaATHERWOOD. Who were present?

“Ar. Hopgixs. Mr., Wilson, attorney general of New Mexico; Mr,
Carpenter, of Colorado; and I represented Wyoming. Mr. Wallace, the
commissioner for Utah, was notified of the meeting, and he wrote that
he could not be present. However, he stated that he had read the
amendments, and he submitted some suggestions in writing.

“After congidernble discussion of those amendments the conference at
Denver agreed upon certaln proposed amendments."”

They were about 20 in number, which he then presented to the
cominittee,

Later Mr. Carpenter arose and testified. Tle said:

“ The amendments in question were agreed to after much deliberation
and a great deal of discussion (p. 120).

“ These amendments proposed are purely upper-State amendments
(p. 121).

“Mr, Tavror. If these amendments are agreed to and inserted, the
upper States are perfectly willing that construction work may pmmd
at once?

“ Mr. CArPENTER. They will not object (p. 130).

. * * " * . *

“Mr, CappextTeEr. I believe I am ecorreet in saying that it is the
thought of our States that no impediment shall be placed in the way
of just progress in the matter. Were that not their attitode, we would
not be here except to oppose the measure™ (p. 132).

Again he said:

“In view of the physical peril threatening the lower-river country,
we do not object to the present line or procedure if adequate meas-
ures are taken to protect our interests by ratification of the Colorado
River compact by the State of California and the United States, prior
to any overt act upon which adverse claims might later be predicated ™
(p. 147).

Mr. Bannister, also from Denver, testified a little later:

“ Referring to the bill as thus amended, there are reasons leading
me to support it. Some of these reasons are slmply appealing reasons,
but others, I think, are absolutely compulsory " (p. 67).

The mayor of Denver wired the chairman of the committee as
follows :

“Now, that the proponents of the Swing-Johnson bill for the con-
gtruction of the Boulder Canyon project have accepted the protective
provisions of the upper States, ‘as drawn by the upper States them-
selves, it is of vital importance to Denver that the bill be passed as
a solution to a very material extent of the interstate controversy over
the Colorado River. Were Denver not to bespeak prompt action, it
would be blind to its own interests as a city in the upper States, The
issue is serious ™ (p. 281).

These amendments were submitted to Mr. Leatherwood, and, after
considering them, he made one suggestion or criticism, and at his
suggestion, an amendment was adopted to section 4-a, as follows:

“And no water rights shall be claimed or initlated hereunder and no
steps shall be taken by the United States or by others to Initiate or
perfect any claims to the use of water * * * until California shall
have unconditionally ratified,”” * * ®*,

That was put in.

I might say there was another amendment suggested by Utah, and
it was that out of this mouney which the lower-basin States are bor-
rowing, and for which they gave their promise to repay, and which
they sign a contract to return principal and 4 per cent interest, out
of that should be taken a guarter of a million dollars and diverted to
investigate upper-river conditions, without any cost to them, and we also
accepted that Utah amendment.

Now, the truth Is that the upper States do not fear Arizona with the
provisions that are included in this bill. It 18 California they fear;
and, as I have polnted ont, California 18 surrounded and restricted by
these ironclad limitations, including the compact itself.

The CHAIRMAX. While you are discussing the question of amend-
ments—yesterday or the day before you asked Mr. LEATHERWOOD if he
would agree to certain amendments that might be proposed. Are you
golng to discuss that?

Mr SwinNg. I am coming to that presently.
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Mr. Carpenter testified as follows:

“ We have no fear of the ultimate action of the people of Arizona.
Had we, we would not have passed the measure to make the Colorado
River compact effective between the six States which had ratified in
1923, without awaiting or prejudicing action by Arizona. * * *

“ 1 make this §tatement because I personally appeared before each of
the committees of the legislatures of the four upper States and of
Nevada ™ (p. 130).

1f there was any representation made to Utah for them to come in,
as they say, it must have been by Mr. Carpenter. He says they are
not afraid of Arizona,

I have before me an extract from the Desert News, published in Utah,
with reference to this matter, which I want read. It'is the report of a
committee appointed by Governor Dern:

“If the six-State pact is repealed by Utah and the Swing-Johnson
bill is made inoperative, it is rumored on good authority the Federal
Power Commission will reopen the river, in which event it would be
neceseary for Utah and Arizona to commence litigation to protect its
rights, Governor Dern’s advisory committee was told yesterday aftec-
néon in a report submitted by a subcommittee headed by Lloyd Garri-
son, former State engineer.

“ Other members of the subcommittee are W. W. Ray and A, B.
Irvine, president of the State senate.

“The only recourse the upper States will have against Arizona and
Nevada is that outlined in the Colorado-Wyoming case. They will,
however, have recourse against California under the Kansas-Colorado
cage,

“If the mix-State compact and the Swing-Johnson bill were in effect,
California and Nevada would be precluded from entering into an agree-
ment with Arizona econtrary thereto, nor conld ecitizens of California

_appropriate water in the river without the consent of California,
Nevada, or the Federal Government,

“In conclusion, I must say that it now appears to me that the six-
State compact, supplemented by the Swing-Johnson Dbill, protects the
upper-basin States from all appropriation by the lower Btates in viola-
tion of the compact.” 4

That seems to show that students of this problem in Utah do mot
fear any injury to their water rights by the passage of this bill.

I believe that the present situation in Utah is the result of a mis-
understanding which can be iromed out.

This is a wire which was sent from Washington, according to the
SBalt Lake Tribune:

“ California refuses to agree to Leatherwood amendments™

Mr, HaxpeN, What js the date of that?

Mr. Bwine. The date of this paper is January 16, 19286,

‘* California Representatives refuse to consider amendment to pro-
tect Utah’s interest in Boulder dam bill. Program is to take bill up in
Benate for consideration this coming week and hearing of application
for rule in the House has been arranged for the 20th. TUtah Legisla-
ture should take whatever action it deems proper at once, but not later
than January 19."

This paper is signed, * Reep, 8moor, LEATHERWOOD, CoLrox, KIing”

Later, SBenator Smoor is reported to have received a telegram from
President Irvine of the Utah Senate, asking:

“Do you recommend we pass this bill under guspension of the rules
Monday?”

Then a little further down it refers to the answer from Senator
BMmoor:

“ Benator Smoor, after consultation with other members of the Utah
delegation, replied:

“1All we want is repeal of the six-State compact. The Auerbach bill
is all right for our purpose. Pass bill Monday.'"

As I say, that must be the result of a misunderstanding.

Mr, RAMSEYER, Is it not troe that right now Utah is standing on
the seven-Btate compact? Their ratification of the eeven-State com-
pact stands?

Mr. Bwing. Yes. But what I want to say is that there was never
any amendment for the protection of the Btate of Utah water rights
presented to me or any other members of the California representation
that I have known of or heard of at all. Nor was any such amend-
ment rejected by the irrigation commission. I never knew of the
point which they have in mind until Mr. CoLTON brought it out yester-
day. While I think the point which Mr. CorroN made is covered in
the bill, I am perfectly ready and willilng to have an appropriate
amendment along that line presented and adopted im the bill. Mr,
Courox says he thinks that will satisfy the majority of the people in
his State.

Mr. BANKHEAD. What was that proposed amendnvent?

Mr. 8wiNg. The proposed amendment was to the effect that “Any
leases, licenses, permits, etc., issued by the Federal Water Power Com-
mission, shall be governed by the terms of this Colorado River com-
pact,” The amrendment would be to make the provisions of this bill
control the Federal Power Commission in any license or permit issued
by that commission on the Colorado River; and prevent them from
issuing anything which would initiate an adverse water right at
variance with the terms of the Colorado River compact.
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Mr. CorLtoN., May I interrupt? I think the gentleman has covered
it. My point is that there would need to be a specific amendment
to the power act to compel that commission to act under the terms
of the Colorado River compact, in granting applications on that river.
I do not think this biil, by implication, would make that amendment.

Mr. SwiNG. I agree that such an amendment, specifically amending
the water power act for the purpose of covering that situation here,
would be all right. p

The CHAIRMAN. Does not this bill take this property entirely out
of the control of the power commission?

Mr. 8wire. It takes this one project on the Colorado River out
from the power commission, but not from under the water power act.
All of the rules of the water power act have been adopted and made
applicable to this project. I want to hurry on, because the next
gquestion is an important one.

How is Arizona injured in any way by this project?

The site to be occupied is one that Arizona has repeatedly declared
that she does not want, and which is not a part of her plan for future
development. Bridge Canyon site, a little farthér up, which she thinks
is vital for her future development, is what she wants. As a result
of that evidence coming out before the Benate committee, at the sug-
gestion of one of the Senators it was agreed, and has been made the
plan of the Reclamation Service, that this dnm sghall be only B550
feet high. The ©805-foot dam originally planned would have fiooded
the Bridge Canyon site. This brings the water well this side of that
site and leaves that site for Arizoma’s future development,

Under this bill she is not punished, because her eitizens are at
Hberty to contract with the Secretary of the Interior on identieally
the spame terms, at identically the same rates for both water and
power, as are the citizens of Nevada and the citizens of California.
It is true, this project does not reclaim new land in Arizona. Neither
does it reclaim new land in California or Nevada. All of that ia
left for some future determination by Congress when it thinks the time
is appropriate.

Arizona’s position with reference to the project iz mnot the same
as the upper-basin States. The upper-basin States have sald ** We
desire the reservation of enough water to guarantee future reclama-
tion within our States.” As I have already pointed out, California
stands ready, and has all along stood ready, to accord to Arizona
whatever amount of water is reasonably determined to be needed,
not only for her present but also for her future development; and
power the same way.

I may say in passing that the State commissioners out there have
reached a tentatlve agreement for virtually a 50-50 division of the
waters of the Colorado River system between the two States. Ari-
gona is to have all of the water that flows into the Colorado River
from her tributaries, estimated at between three and five million acre-
feet per year. In addition to that, ghe is to have one-third of the
water which is contributed to the river by Utah, Colorado, and Wyo-
ming. It amounts to about a 50-50 division of the water in the system,
where California and Arizona are interested.

The trouble is not the question of water, which can readily be set-
tled; not the guestion of power, because they can have it under the
bill. The question is as to whether or not Arizona shall be given the
right to tax and collect royalty or revenue from a Government project.

Arizona complaing that she gets no special benefit under this bill
Neither did California get any special beneflt when the Salt River
project was aunthorized for Arizona. We can not, as national legisla-
tors, take that attitude: Because a bill does not do something for my
Btate I will not favor it.

Neither when the San Carlos project was up at the last session of
Congress did California get any benefit, but we did not object.

I have letters from the Reclamation Service of the Western States
as to the amount Arizona has contributed to the reclamation fund;
the amount that Congress has expended in that State out of the recla-
mation fund. Arizona stands at the head of all the Western States,
baving paid in $2,181,539.75, and benefited to the extent of $18,543,-
038.80—having gotten back from the Government over what it put into
the reclamation fund 849 per cent.

After that it does not lie in Arizona's mouth to complain that she
iz entitled to special benefits if the Government should be about to
do pomething for California, for California is at the bottom of the
list, having gotten back only 59 per cent of what she put in. Since
these figures were compiled the $5,000,000 Ban Carlos project was alsp
handed by Santa Claus to the State of Arizona.

Mr. MicHENER. You refer to Congress as Santa Claus?

Mr. BwiNag. I think Arizona ought to consider that the Government
has beén very generous to her.

The CHAIRMAN. And California supported that, as I remember.

Mr. 8wing. Yes, slr ; we have not assumed the attitude of retaliation,

Mr. GangprT. Is that due to the fact that there has been so much
more of the publicly owned lands irrigated in Arizona than in California?

Mr. 8wing. Yes, gir. More projects have been created in Arizona
than any other State.

Mr. Gagrerr., Is that due to the fact that it is public land?
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Mr. Swing. Why, Nevada has proportionately as much, if not more
public land.

Mr. GarrgErT. But it is the public lands that have been really
irrigated?

Mr., Swing. I think so. Now, just one step further. Arizona fis
making a great point here that one end of the Boulder Dam 1s to be
in Arizona, When the Yuma project was undertaken and planned,
one end of the dam was put in California. Well, what about the
rights of the State of California? Does that depend npon whose ox is
being gored? It is all right to build a dam and rest one end of it on
California’s soll when they want to develop the great wonderful Yuma
Valley In Arizons, but it is all wrong to build a project partly for
Californin and rest one end of the dam upon Arizona soil.

Also, 16 or 17 miles of the Yuma main canal is on Californla soil.
Also the power plant in connection with that®project is built at
Siphon Drop, on California soil, and nine-tenths of it all is for the
benefit of the State of Arizona. That Is all right. There is no ques-
tion about that. They are willing to take, but they are not willing,
in the splrit of frlendly reciproeity, to glve. When our needs are
great, and 60,000 American citizens in Imperial Valley are in danger
of losing everything they have, they stand and quarrel and say, * This
bill shall not pass until we are paid money."

When did it become the pational policy to have the Congress give
its approval to have the citizens of one State pay the taxes of the
citizens of another? And yct the amount they are to-day demanding
as royalty off of this project amounts to pretty near $5,000,000 a
year, which is as much as that State is now expending in current
expenditures for its State activities, WIith three additional dam sites
in Arizona totalling 4,000,000 horsepower, if this precedent is estab-
lished, of taxing $5 per horsepower per year, will give them $20,000,000
collected from some other State, so that their ecitizens not only will
not have to pay any taxes, but the State can even declare dividends
in favor of people who will come there and live.

The principal concern of the Government if it goes Into this project
will be to get its money back. The Federal Government can not be
expected to colleect revenue from the project and then turn it over to
the Btate of Arizona while the project is still indebted to the Govern-
ment, and yet that is exactly what Arizona is demanding.

Now, Mr, HaypeN sald that his principal objection was Mexico and
the possibility of cotton being developed In Mexico with water from
this dam. I will tell you what their objection is. I have hinted at it.
I read from the Tucson (Ariz.) Citizen of January 7, 1027 :

“ Reid and MeCluskey (they were Arizona's repreésentatives to nego-
tiate a treaty with California) last night divolged that they believed
some #advantage had been galned by Arizona in the jockeying around
that has been going on for the past several months,

“They were unanimous in their opposition to the Swing-Johnson
Boulder Canyon dam blll, asserting that until this bill was defeated
Arlzona had little chance to consummate a favorable agreement with
California.”

Then follows a list of things that they ought to do at once, such as:

“Send a resolution to Congress condemning the Swing-Johnson bill
and asking that it be not passed.”

But especially notive this:

“ Enunciate the right of Arizona to tax hydroelectric power.”

Mr. HaypexX frankly, in his minority report, states the same thing:

“Arizona asks the right to collect each year from any hydroelectric
power produced by the Federal Government on the Colorado River a
sum equal to the taxes which would be paid if the same site were owned
and developed by private enterprise.”

This proposal can not be compared to payments made by the Govern-
ment to States on incomes derived from coal, oil, gas, and timber,
These are exhaustible resources, present property within the State,
which are depleted and consumed by use. Not so hydroelectric power,

In the newspaper statement-there is no suggestion that Arizona is
afraid of Mexico. What is the situation with reference to Mexico?
Unless the lower river basin 1s to be abandoned, and that includes
the Yuma Valley as well, a flood-control dam must be built. All
engineers agree that, to adequately eontrol floods alone, with everything
clse left out of consideration, they must have a reservoir of a capacity
of not less than 8,000,000 acre-feet, because floods of 11,000,000 acre-
feet have passed that point in a period of 60 days. If you use such
a reservoir as a pure flood-control dam, how will you have to operate
1t? You will fill it up when there is lots of water in the river, and
you will let it out when there is little in the stream. Where does it
go? It has to fiow to Mexico. And you by the operation of your
flood dam have double the low flow of the stream. One million acres
will only require 5,000,000 acre-feet of water to frrigate. You will
furnish them with 8,000,000. If you are going to solve the flood-
control problem alone, you are going to give Mexico that much water.
Therefore, the thing Arizona fears can not be effected by a compact
with California. It can not be effected by a pure flood-control dam
as compared with a high dam, because a low dam would give them more
water than they need to reclaim their 1,000,000 acres of land.

The CHAmMAN. Do you not have to operate a big dam on the same
principle as a low dam?
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Mr. 8wixe. I am going to come to that. The ecateh is not in the
dam, high or low. It is the all-American canal that must be counted
upon to control the situation. That, with the dam, makes it absolutely
certain that the Government can control the flow of that stream.
Why do they not put more land in Mexico in cultivation to-day? Be-
cause the river fluctuates. With the dam and canal we can also
cause the river to fluctuate. Under the present system with the canal
runping through Mexico, under conditions prescribed by the Mexican
Government, which they are enforcing, they are entitled to reclaim
as much land in Mexico as is cultivated in Imperial Valley. This is
thelr own private arrangement, oot under any treaty with the United
States, but by contract or franchise issued by the Mexican Government
to. a Mexican private corporation—they are entitled to reclaim as
many acres as we do as long as our water comes through Mexico. They
can go on right now and put in 200,000 more acres In Mexlco if we
do npot bulld the all-Ameriean canal. But, when you have bullt that
canal on our own seil, then the floctuation that is in the river to-day
can be artificially restored by use of the dam and the all-American
eanal, passing surplus water into the Balton Sea Instead of the Gulf
of California. While you could not turn all the surplus into Salton
Sea you could do that at intervals and over sufficient lengths of time
to prevent the increase of any additional area, whether for cotton
or anything else in Mexico. The cutting off of water for 10 or 15
day periods during June, July, and August would totally destroy any
crop from which that water had been withdrawn. This would give our
Government for all practical purposes complete manual control of the
river.

Mr. HAYDEN says a treaty is what is needed, and so it is. The all-
Ameriean canal is one thing that can bring it about., It is the one way
in which you can say to Mexleo:

“We have control of this river. We want to do the right thing by

you. If you refuse to negotiate with us, we will be compelled to exer-
cise such means as we have to bring to your attention the need and
necessity of a treaty.”

Mr. HAYDEN thought there ought to Le a notice to Mexlco inserted
in the bill. There is just such a notick in the bill. You can not simply
write in a bill, *“ We shall never give Mexico any water.” That is
foreign affalrs, subject for a treaty. It is mot the prerogative of Con-
gress, It belongs to the executive department. We have done as much
as can be done in this bill in a legislative way in declaring in the first
senfence that the object and purpose of the project is *for the pro-
viding for storage and delivery of the waters thereof for reclamation
of public Jands and other beneficial uses within the United States.”
In what plainer language ean we serve notice on Mexico than to say:
“The water we are storing here Is for beneficial use within the United
Btates " ?

Of course, a treaty would override that, and we would bow in acqui-
escence to its terms—but until a treaty is negotinted we had sald that
wiater stored in Boulder dam is dedicated to use within our own
conntry.

As to the Mexican gituation I want to read from a statement of
Senator Winsor, at that time president of the senate of Arizona and
now president of the semate. I thank Mr, Havoex for putting this in
the hearings:

“ Neither has Arizona anything to fear in the matter of a division of
the water available for use by the States of the lower basin. The sug-
gestion has been offered that California might * hog it,” but the sug-
gestion must have been uttered thoughtlessly, or entirely wlithout
knowledge of the facts. If California were disposed to “hog" the
waters of the lower basin, and physical conditlons were such that it
might avail itself of thelr benefits, Arizona, by this compact, loses no
legal right or power she now possesses to prevent aggressions at that
State's hands. But the fear expressed is entirely swallowed up in the
certainty that there will be no shortage. California will not * hog"
the water, for she has no place to put it. Her present needs and ulti-
mate possibilities of reclamation from the Colorado are well established
and present no menace to Arlzona's hopes or aspirations,” (Hearings,
p. 269.)

My good friend Mr. Heard, who is here as Governor Hunt's repre-
sentative, at that time was opposing the governor, but he has been
won over to the governor’s view since. At that time he stated what
I think Is sound. This is an editorial published in his paper, the
Arizona Republican, and it sounds statesmanlike to me:

* Since assumring the position of spokesman for the opponents of
the compact, Governor Hunt professes to fear the rapacity of Cali-
fornia ; he professes to fear development to the advantage of American
interests in Mexico and the founding of an Asiatlc eolony; professes
to fear disaster to Arizona from the construction of a dam at Boulder
Canyon, in the event of ratification of the compact. These fears are
without merit In so far as they bear any relationship to the com-
pact. The broadeasting of them has all the signs and sounds of
propaganda.”

Mr, HaypeN. Would you be kind enough to give the dates of the
letter and editorial?
Mr. 8wixG. October 24, 1924,
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On the question of Arizoma's rights In and to the water of the
river, let me say that the Government is not undertaking to create
or to assert or to deal in or to dispose of water rights. It proposes
to go in and construet a dam and store water for reasons which
have been set out, and then it turns the water loose, The Becretary's
power, as given by this act, is not to sell water. The act says “ The
Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, under such general
regulations as he may prescribe, 16 contract for the storage of
water.,” Whose water? It does not say. It might be a community
like Imperial Valley that has already acquired a water right, and
wants Its water stored, or it may be some one who hereafter will
acquire a water right, but that right will not be acquired under this
bill; not from the United States Government. He will acquire his
water right, if he acquires one, from the State and under the laws
of the State, in which he puts the water to a beneficial use. There is
nothing in this bill which puts the Government in econflict with the
water laws of Arizona or Utah or any other Btate. As a matter of
fact, the reclamation law is adopted by section 18 of this bill, and
section 8 of the reclamation act says that what the Government does
must not be in conflict with the water laws of the States, so there
can be no violence done State laws on this ecore.

If the water is used in Arizona, the water right must be acguired
under the laws of Arizona; if in Nevada, under the laws of Nevada;
if in California, under the laws of California.

On the guestion of whether Arizona owns the river bed, 1 hold that
is immaterial. However, there is excellent authority that the United
States Government owns It.

Mr., HaypeN bhas made this so much plainer than I can that I want
to quote him:

“But referring to the much-discussed Boulder Canyon and Black
Canyon Dam, the faet that these power sites are within this State has
led a number of people to assume that they belonged to the Btate and
that the State alone could determine how they shall be utilized. Upon
being Informed for the first time that such is not the case, that the
title to all the power sites on the Colorado River is in the United States,
it is but natural that some citizens of this State should cry out that
Arizona has been robbed by the Federal Government of the greatest of
her natural resources. That the title of the United States to those
power sites is perfectly good can be determined by an examination of
the facts of history.” (Hearings, 68th Cong.)

He starts in with the Indlans and traces title through the Crown of
Spain, the Republic of Mexico, to the United States; the formation of
a territory

Mr. BANKHEAD. When and wherr was that statement made?

Mr. Swixg. It was made before the Kiwanis Club of Phoenix, Tues-
day, June 19, 1923, but the law has not been changed since that time.
The statement was inserted by Mr. Haypex in the bearings on my hill.

He goes on down and then says: .

“ No one who is familiar with the law and decisions will deny that
the power sites belong to the United States Government.”

I have here and can flle with the committee a long brief written by
two lawyers in Arizona, one a Republican and one a Democrat, T under-
stand, John Mason Ross and James 8. Cascy, not for the use of any-
hody in California, but written during the late political eampaign in the
State of Arizona, in which it is pointed out that the United States
Government, while Arizona was a Territory, owned all the land, . in-
cluding the bed of the river, and when it admitted Arizona as a Btate
it withdrew and specifically reserved that land for its own use. Ac-
cording to this brief, under the provisions of the enabling act and
subsequently under the constitution of the State of Arizona, these
power gites belong to the United States Government. And, Mr. HAYDEN
gays in his very excellent article:

“The fact that a number of Americans moved from other paris of
the United States to Arizona and that they were living there at the
time the Territory of Arizona became a State could not automatically
invest them with title to all the land within the State. The only way
that the title to the public lands could be transferred from the people
of the United States to the people of Arizona was by an act of Con-
gress. No such grant was made, but, upon the contrary, Congress
provided as a condition of admissi into the Union that the people of
this State must declare by an irrevocable ordinance included in the
State constitution that they forever diselaim all title and interest in
the public lands. No protest was made against retention of title by the
United States to all the power gites én the public domain along the
Colorado River. We made open acknowledgment of Federal ownership
and did so willingly." (Hearings, 68th Cong.) :

Now, are we violating any right of Arizona if the United States Gov-
ernment should as a relief measure exerclse its prerogative and build a
dam that is vitally necessary for the protection of some of its citizens
on a site which it owns?

Suppose it did not own it and it is a navigable stream, as evidenily
is conceded by both parties, majority and minority, in legal techmology
at least—NMr. Carpenter has given in the hearings at pages 141, 142,
143, and 144 as clear, as brief, and as succinet a statement as to the
rights of the United States Government to build a dam, not primarily
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for navigation. Even if it is secondarily for navigation, it bas the
power to do so. As was sald by—

“Mr. CARPENTER. I take it that improvement of navigation is a pur-
pose, althongh, perhaps, not the primary purpose. It is much similar to
Federal aid to public roads. The primary purpose of those roads is to
handle ordinary trafiic, principally local traffle, the construction of post
roads a secondary consideration. The subject of post roads is linked
up with this.

“ Bo here. If it be true that the Colorado River is navigable, as you
contend it to be or to have been, then the right of Congress to regulate
commerce and to improve navigation can not be questioned, and the
matter of whether such regulation is the primary or the secondary
purpose ig probably a matter for thé Congress to determine and may be
held to be of no consequence.”

Mr, GarreTT. The compact itself, though, recites that it was not
navigable,

Mr. Bwixgc. No, sir; you are mistaken, I believe, I will read you
that section, because Mr. Hayden tried to make that point with Mr,
Carpenter :

" Mr, HAYDEN, Article 4 (a) of the Colorado River compact reads
as follows: «

“ ¢ Inasmuch as the Colorado River has ceased to be navigable for
commerce and the reservation of its waters for navigation would
serfously limit the development of its basin, the use of its waters for
purposes of navigation shall be subservient to the uses of such waters
for domestic, agricultural, and power purposes.’

*“ Mr, CARPENTER. The compact does not declare that the river shall.
be abandoned for navigation. It merely declares that navigation shall
be made subservient, not destroyed. Navigation may etill be ecarried
on to a greater or less degree as future conditions may warrant. Noth-
ing is =ald about abandoning or destroying navigation.”

The United States therefore has full power to do this beneficial act,
very much needed for these lower States, because the Colorade River
is at least technically a navigable stream.

Mr. GarreTrr, The compact eays this, article 4:

“ Inasmuch as the Colorado River has ceased to be navigable for
commerce and the reservation of its waters for navigation would se-
riously limit the development of its basin, the use of its waters for
purposes of navigation shall be subservient.” L

That is a recital of facts. Navigation is always a question of fact.

Mr. 8winc., Yes; and there does not have to be a boat sitting on
the water to make it navigable. If it is eapable of being navigated,
that is a question of fact. You do not actually have to have boats
there. Yon understand that, of course?

Mr. GArrETT. Of course, I understand that.

Mr. Bwing. Boats have been there, and there will be boats there
again after this structure is built.

With reference to the flood situation, I hgve here a lettéer and a
telegram handed to me by Ceclonel Fly, of Yuma, Ariz., who is very
gick and can not be here to-day. One {8 from the board of governors
of the Yuma project, earnestly nasking that this bill be passed for
their protection. 1 will insert it without reading it.

* Whereas the Yuma project is in the territory most vitally interested
in the pending legislation affecting Colorado River control; and

“ Whereas the general plans for the control of that stream, as pro-
posed by the Swing-Johnson bill now before Congress, are for flood and
silt control so neeessary to us; and

“IWhereag, by reason of our location and cireumstances and our
danger from floods, and by reason of the vital interesta of all our inter-
ests and property, we know the conditions confronting us: Therefore
be it

“ Resolved by the board of governors of the Yuma County Water Users'
Association, That we heartily approve the plan of control in manner
provided by the SBwing-Johnson bill. This approval has no political
glant, does not cbject to any reasonable changes which do not affect
the spirit of the bill, and is solely actuated by our intense desire to
assure our national legislators that we consider the matter of the
speedy adoption of this hill to be of supreme importance to the entire
Yuma project and all the people living here.

" Resolved further, That copies of this resolution be sent fo our Scn-
ators, Congressmen, the Bureau of Reclamation, and to the Governor
of Arizona and fo the local State senator and representative; and that
our State officials be requested that every effort be made by Arvizona
officials and representatives to regard as of the highest importance
the making of such concessions and of such conciliatory actions as will
in every way encourage the enactment into law of sald bill at the
present session of Congress.”

The foregoing resolution was adopted at a meeting of the board of
governors of the Yuma County Water Users’ Association the 4th day
of December, 1926: and is shown on the minutes of said meeting as
above set forth.

0. W. IxcHAM, Secretary.

The other is a telegram from the Mchave Chamber of Commerce say-
Ing that they aek the Swing-Joh bill be p d. It is as follows:
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Col. B, F. FLy,
Continental Hotel, Washington, D. O.

Dear Mgr. FLY: There seems to be a united effort on th.e part of a
few to defeat the Swing-Johnson bill, which is now in the hands of
the Rules Committee for a hearing Thursday. We stand bitterly op-
posed to this effort and do assure you that such action on their part
does not coincide with the opinions and earnest wishes of our people
of Mohave County as well as thousands of good citizens of this State,
who feel that political and sectional issues have clouded the situation
to the detriment of Arizona and the Southwest. Knowing the Colorado
River situation as we do here, it causes us to beg for immediate pro-
tection by flood control of its waters for thousands of lives and millions
of dollars of valpable property, as future delay truly means increased
danger. We earnestly indorse your continoed support of the Bwing-
Johnson bill, Without further obligation to us we respectfully request
you to represent us as being in favor of this bill, in order that the
much needed protection might become a reality in the near future.

Very truly yours,

KINGMAN, ARIZ., J"nnurg 9, 1927,

MoHAVE COoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
W. J. BLACE, President.

Mr, RamseyEr, What State?

Mr, Bwixg. Arizona, both of them.

Mr. Chairman, my time has expired, and I will not myself make
any effort to plead for my people. I would probably be considered
to be biased. I have lived there 18 yeara in the Imperial Valley. 1
know the valley and I know the feéar that constantly hangs over these
people, of destruction by flood. I will content myself by simply
reading a cold, analytical statement of a man of Arizona, who could
pot be held to be biased in favor of our people. Prof. George Smith,
of the University of Arizona, in University Bulletin No. 88, published
February 25, 1922, says:

“The flood protection is the maln incentive which is spurring many
agencies to action, The people of the Imperial Valley, for 168 years,
have been fighting a defensive battle against the Colorado, sometimes
gaining, sometimes losing, but in the main losing. They can not hold
out for many more years. At least once every year, in June, and some-
times at other seasons, the river threatens to change its course from the
Gulf of Callifornia to the Imperial Valley, as it did in 1905. The only
protection at present ls the system of levees, called respectively the
first, second, and third lines of defense. Frequently the floods break
through the first and second lines and reach the third line. Each year
the river, through silt deposition, bullds up that part of the alluvial fan
in front of the leyees, In some years as much as 4 feet, and each year
the levees must be raised an equal amount, Over one-quarter of a
million dollars Is expended each year by the farmers of the Imperial
Valley in this work. The limit will be reached soon.”

Now, may I quote again from Mr. HavypeEN, who himself is very fa-
miliar with this situation. He refers to the fact that the Gulf of
California once extended into the Iinterior, covering what is now Im-
perial Valley. He says:

“ Undoubtedly the Colorado River has broken into and filled the
Imperial Valley a number of times during past geological ages. In
1905 and 1908 the river broke into the walley and threatened its
destruction. When the river reached the Salton Sink, it began to cut
a channel nearly a half mile wide back through the soft soil, which can
be geen to-day as a great scar which extends through the length of the
Imperial Valley. With a fall of over 200 feet in less than 100 miles,
the Colorado washed out this deep channel at the rate of half a mile a
day, and if the break had not been stopped the cutting would have con-
tinued until the Yuma reclamation project in Arizona was reached.
Every engineer who bas studied the situation says that if another break
should occur, which could not be closed, that the Colorado would begin
where it left off in 1906 and cut its way back to the syphon at Yuma
and to the Laguna Dam, and that both of those structures would be
destroyed.

“ The first effect of such a disaster would be to dry up and turn back
to the desert again both the Imperial Valley and the lands now under
cultivation at Yuma, because the river would be running in the bottom
of a deep gorge and there would be no way to ralse the water to the
level of the existing canal systems. The engineers also agree that
gooner or later that calamity is bound to eoccur, because the Colorado
is continually raising its delta by the deposit of over 100,000 acre-feet
of slilt each year. The river can not continue to run on top of a ridge,
It must break over some time,

“The only way that such a disaster can be prevented is to build a
great dam In the canyon of the Colorado which will be high enough to
create a reservoir of a size sufficient to store the entire flow of the
main river for over a year. Such reservoir sites have been found, and the
question now is to determine which site is the best and how the dam
shall be constructed. It is upon this question that opinlons differ, but
a solution must be found and the work commenced without delay. If
nothing is done, California will be the first to suffer, but Arizona can
not escape sharing the tremendous loss of life and property which is
sure to come if we do not exert every effort to control the floods of the
Colorado River.”
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Gentlemen, I bring this to your doorstep. 1 place it before you as
a matter of extreme urgency. When we in the lower basin have to
face that river year after year we can only wonder whether the break
will come that year or the mext. It will take seven years to build
this dam, but in three years it will begin to exert a controlling in-
fluence. It ecan be built without the loss of a single dollar to the
United States Government. It is not true that if the cost should
exceed the estimate that the Government would lose. It is not lim-
ited to collecting $125,000,000. These contracts are not limited as to
time. They provide for so much per horsepower; so much per second-
foot of water. The Government must be repaid in full. The plan
of the Secretary of the Interior calls for it being repaid in 25 years.
If the Government engineers are 100 per cent wrong, the Secretary
would still bave time in which to complete the return of the money
to the Government and still comply with the terms of the bill, but
if he did not, at the end of 50 wyears the Government owns this dam
in perpetunity and could continue to collect revenue until it is reim-
bursed. These contracts, however, run for 50 years, and in that time
they will have returned, according to the rate which the Becretary
bhas announced he intends to charge, at least twice as much as the dam
would cost.

I submit the matter to your thoughtful and earnest consideration,

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr, CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled Senate bill of the following title, when the Speaker
signed the same:

8.3928. An act authorizing the designation of an ex officio
commissioner for Alaska for each of the executive departments
of the United States, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and
3 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned, under the order pre-
viously made, until to-morrow, Sunday, Febrnary 6, 1927, at
11 o'cloek a. m.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Monday, February 7, 1927, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)
Second deficiency bill.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)
To amend the Federal farm loan act (H, R. 15540).
COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
. (10.30 a. m.)

To secure Sunday as a day of rest in the District of Columbia
(H. R. T179).

To amend an act entitled “An act to provide for the exami-
nation and registration of architects and to regulate the prac-
tice of architecture in the District of Columbia,” approved
December 13, 1924 (H. R. 15343).

COMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS
(10.30 2. m.)

To clarify and amend existing laws relating to the powers
and duties of the auditor for the Philippine Islands, and for
other purposes (H. R. 16587).

- COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

(10 a. m.)

To amend the interstate commerce act as amended in respect

to tolls over certain interstate bridges (8. 3889).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

943. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations
under the legislative establishment, United States Senate, for
the fiscal year 1927, in the sum of $6,000 (H. Doc. No. 687) ; to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

944. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations
under the legislative establishment, House of Representatives,
for the fiscal year 1927, $3,776.50, and for the fiscal year 1928,
$2,500; in all, $6,276.50 (H. Doc. No. 688) ; to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed,
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945. A communication from the President of the United
Stafes, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations
for the Depariment of Commerce, for miscellaneous items of the
Bureau of Fisheries, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, to
remain available until- June 30, 1928, amounting to $85,000 (H.
Doc. No. 689) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. ELLIOTT : Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.
8. 4027. An act to authorize the construction of three cottages
and an annex to the hospital at the National Home for Disabled
Volunteer Soldiers at Marion, Ind.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1990). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. ELLIOTT : Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.
H. R. 9009. A bill to provide for the acquisition of a site and
the construction thereon of a fireproof offce building or build-
ings for the House of Representatives; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1991). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
16173. A bill to add certain lands to the Missoula National
Forest, Mont.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1992). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (8. 4943) for the relief of George H. Cecil ; Committee
on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture,

A bill (H. R. 15176) granting a pension to John Charles
Inglee; Committee on Invalid Pensions, discharged, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. KINCHELOE: A bill (H. R. 16970) to extend the
time for constructing a bridge across the Ohio River approxi-
mately midway between the eity of Owensboro, Ky., and Rock-
nort, Ind.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. DOMINICK: A bill (H. R. 16971) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the South Carolina and Georgia State high-
way departments, their successors and assigns, to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Savannah River; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 16972) to provide for the
equitable distribution of fuel during emergencies; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr, VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 16973) to author-
ize the Secretary of the Navy to proceed with the construction
of certain public works, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WURZBACH : A bill (H. R. 16974) to amend an act
entitled “An act to establish a department of economies, gov-
ernment, and history at the United States Military Academy
at West Point, N. Y., and to amend chapter 174 of the act of
Congress of April 19, 1910, entitled ‘An act making appropria-
tlons for the support of the Military Academy for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1911, and for other purposes,” approved
June 8, 1926 ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 16975) to provide for con-
tinued hospitalization at Saranac Lake, N. Y., of certain bene-
ficiaries of the Veterans’ Bureau; to the Committee on World
War Veterans’ Legislation.

By Mr. PRATT: A bill (H. R. 16976) to provide for contin-
ued hospitalization at Liberty, N. Y., of certain beneficiaries of
the Veterans’ Bureau: to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation,

MEMORIALS
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and
referred as follows:
Memorial of the Legislature of the State of Arkansas, relat-
ing to the lease and private operation of the Muscle Shoals
project for preservation of national defense, the production of
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fertilizer, and the use of electric power; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Memorial of the Legislature of the State of New Jersey,
favoring a bill to amend the postal laws providing for admis-
sion of disinfectants, fungicides, and insecticides to the mails
when packed in container specified by the Postmaster General:
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. McMILLAN : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of South Carolina, providing for the retirement of disabled
World War emergeney officers; to the Committee on World War
Veterans’ Legislation. .

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADKINS: A bill (H. R. 16977) granting an increase
oif pension to Kate H, Ray; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. AYRES: A bill (H. R. 16978) granting an increase of
piension to Orinda Carson; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. BAILEY : A bill (H. R. 16979) granting an increase
of pension to Mae E, Garrison; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R. 16980) granting an increase of
piension to Evaline Andrew ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 16981) for the relief of
Homer C. Parker; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, ESTERLY : A bill (H. R. 16982) granting an increase
of pension to Aravina M. Koons; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. McDUFFIE: A bill (H. R. 16933) for the survey of
the Tombigbee River between Locks 1 and 2 for flood control;
to the Committee on Flood Control.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16984) for the survey of the Tombighee
River and its tributaries for flood control; to the Committee on
Flood Control.

By Mr. SEGER: A bill (H. R. 16985) granting an increase of
pension to Dora Emmens; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 169386) for the relief of Bertha
O'Donnell; to the Committee on Military Affairs, '

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 16987) granting
an extension of patents to Simon Hymes; to the Committee on
Patents. 7

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16988) authorizing
William M. Chadbourne to accept a decoration from the King
of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

By Mr. WOLVERTON: A bill (H. R, 16989) granting an in-
crease of pension to Rebecca A. Thomas; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. o

Also, a bill (H. R. 16990) granting an increase of pension to
Mary E. Neff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WURZBACH : A bill (H. R. 16991) granting a pen-
sion to Edward W. Reichelt; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

6113. By Mr. ANTHONY: Petition of citizens of Topeka,
Kans.,, requesting Civil War pension legislation; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

6114. By Mr. BACHMANN : Petition of Thomas J. Cooper and I

other good citizens of Marshall County, W. Va., urging imme-
diate action on the Civil War pension bill; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6115. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of International Longshore-
men’'s Association, requesting legislation granting compensation
to longshoremen at this session of Congress; to the Committee
on the Judiciary. .

6116. Also, petition of women’s committee of the George
Washington-Sulgrave Institution, protesting against any reduec-
tion of appropriations and forces of our Army and Navy as
nullifying the 1920 national defense act and the 5-5-3 naval
ratio; to the Committee on Appropriations,

6117. By Mr. BRIGHAM: Petition of voters of Cambridge,
Vi., requesting passage of legislation favorable to relief of
veterans and widows of the Civil War; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6118. By Mr. CAMPBELL : Petition of citizens of Carnegie,
Pa., urging immediate passage of legislation providing increase
of pensions for Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
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6119. By Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD : Petition of 60 citizens
of Dayton, Ohioe, protesting against the passage of bills for com-
pulsory Sunday observance and other bills of religions nature;
. to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

6120. Also, petition of the House of Representatives of the
State of Oklahoma, urging passage of the Fitzgerald bill (H. R,
4548) for retirement of disabled emergency Army officers of the
World War; to the Committee on Rules,

6121. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Philip 8tockton, presi-
dent Old Colony Trust Ca., Boston, Mass., vigorously opposing
enactment of the MeNary-Haugen farm bill; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

6122, By Mr. GILBERT : Petition of citizens of Adair Coun-
ty, Ky., to increase pensions to Civil War veterans and widows
of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6123. By Mr. HADLEY : Petition of a number of voters of
Marysville, Wash., urging further relief for Civii War veterans
and widows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6124. By Mr. HAUGEN: Petition of 13 voters of Nashua,
Iowa, urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote
a Civil War pension bill for relief to needy and suffering vet-
erans and widows ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6125. By Mr, HAYDEN : Petition signed by 40 citizens of
Light, Ariz., urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to
a vote a Civil War pension bill carrying rates proposed by the
National Tribune; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6126. Also, petition signed by 141 citizens of Douglas, Ariz,
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil
War pensions bill carrying rates proposed by the National
Tribune ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6127. Also, petitions signed by 147 citizens of Phoenix, Ariz,
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil
War pension bill carrying rates proposed by the National
Tribune; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions,

6128. By Mr. HILL of Washington: Petition of Mrs. R. A.
Brewer and 58 others, of Spokane, Wash., urging immediate
passage of legislation to increase pensions of Civil War veterans
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6129. Also, petition of J. W. Wright and 22 others, of
Spokane, Wash., urging immediate passage of legislation to in-
erease pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans;
to tlre Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6130. Also, petition of L, B. Apley and 103 others, of Spokane,
Wash., urging immediate passage of legislation to increase the
pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6131. Also, petition of Martha J. Ricks and four others, of
Verndale, Wash., urging immediate passage of legislation to in-
erease pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6132. Also, petition of H, R. Bergman and 88 others, of Elk,
Wash., urging immediate passage of legislation increasing pen-
gions of Civil War Veterans and widows of veterans; to the

Jommittee on Imvalid Pensions.

6133. Also, petition of Elizabeth Cochrane and 60 others, of
Hillyard, Wash., urging passage of legislation to increase pen-
sions of Civil War veterans and widows of vetérans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6134, By Mr. WILLIAM B, HULL: Petition of R. G. Harms
et al, recommending the passage of the Elliott pension bill for
the increase of Civil War soldiers’ pensions; to the Commiftee
on Invalid Pensions.

6135. Also, petition of John Watson et al, recommending
the passage of the Elliott pension bill for the increase of Civil
War soldiers’ pensions; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6136. Also, petition of H. Paul Jones, mayor, et al, recom-
mending the passage of the Elliott pension bill for the increase
of Civil War soldiers’ pensions; to the Commititee on Invalid
Pensions.

6137, Also, petition of L. N. Osborne et al, recommending
the passage of the Elliott pension bill for the increase of
Civil War soldiers’ pensions; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

6138. Also, petition of J. W. Shores et al., recommending the
passage of the Elliott pension bill for the increase of Civil
War soldiers’ pensions; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6139. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of citizens
of Clarke County, Wash., against Sunday legislation; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

6140. By Mr. KNUTSON : Petition signed by Sarah Garrard
and others, of Pinewood, Minn., urging Civil War legislation ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

G141, By Mr. LETTS: Petition of W. J. Navin and 59 other
citizens of Nichols, Iowa, urging the passage of the Civil
War pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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6142. By Mr. LINTHICUM : Petition of the Barton, Duer &
Koch Paper Co., Baltimore, Md.; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

6143. By Mr. MORROW : Petition of certain citizens of
Albuguerque, N. Mex., indorsing Civil War veterans and widows’
legislation; to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

6144. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of -the
American Legion, Department of New York, favoring the pas-
age of Senate bill 3027 and House bill 4548 to correct the
injustice to disabled emergency Army officers; to the Committee
on Military Affairs. =

G145. Also, petition of the National Home Study Couneil,
with reference to third-clnss postal rates; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

6146. Also, petition of the International Longshoremen’s Asso-
ciation, Buffalo, N. Y., favoring the passage of Senate bill
3170, now on the Union Calendar, and that the Rules Committee
report a rule for its consideration at this session; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

6147, By Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Resolution submitted
by the Government Club (Ine.), of New York City, in favor of
the maintenance of the Army of the United States in accord with
the provisions of the national defense act of 1920; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

6148, Also, resolution passed at the State convention of the
American Legion, Department of New York, indorsing the
principles of retirement for disabled emergency Army officers
as already established for the eight other classes of disabled
military and naval officers of the World War and which
principles are embodied in Senate bill 8027 and House bill
4548 ; to the Committee on Military Aflairs.

6149. Also, resolution of the board of directors of the New
York State Federation of Women's Clubs urging the main-
tenance of the Army of the United States in accord with the
provisions of the natfional defense act of 1920; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

6150. By Mr. RAMSEYER : Petition of residents of Mahaska
County, Iowa, urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to
a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that relief may be
accorded to needy and suffering veterans and the widows of
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6151. Also, petition of residents of Keswick, Iowa, urging
that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil War
pension bill, in order that relief may be accorded to needy and
suffering veterans and the widows of veterans; to the Committee
-on Invalid Pensions.

6152. By Mr. ROMJUE : Petition of Roxanna Dunn, of Clark
County, Mo., requesting legislation granting increased pensions
to Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

6153. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of residents of Lignite,
N. Dak, urging the early enactment of the Civil War pension
bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6154. By Mr. TAYLOR of New Jersey: Petition of sundry
citizens of Bloomfield, N. J., urging the enactment of legislation
increasing the pension of veterans of the Civil War and widows
of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6155. Also, petition of sundry citizens of Bayonne, N. J.,
urging the enactment of legislation increasing the pension of
veterans of the Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

6156. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of United Presbyterian Sab-
bath School, of Claysyille, Pa., in support of the Sunday rest
bill for the Distriet of Columbia (H. R. 10311) ; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

6157, By Mr. UPDIKE: Petition of Sallie YWebster, Merrill
E. Wilson, and others, all residents of Marion County, Ind.,
favoring legislation increasing pensions for Civil War veterans
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6158. By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: Petition of residents of
Vestaburg, Mich., in behalf of inereased pensions for Civil War
veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

6159. By Mr. WASON: Petition of Mrs. Maria W. Baker and
eight other residents of Greenville, N, H,, urging that immedi-
ate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill
in order that relief may be accorded to needy and suffering
veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

6160. By Mr. WEAVER: Petition of citizens of Cherokee
County, N. C., for Civil War pension legislation; to the Com-
mitiee on Invalid Pensions. -

6161. By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: Petition of citizens of
Clay, Wayne, Edwards, White, Hardin, Gallatin, Saline, TTamil-
ton, Pope, Johnson, and Massac Countlies, asking Congress to
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pass the Civil War pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. i

6162. By Mr. ZIHLMAN: Petition of citizens of Oldtown,
Md., urging immediate action and support of the Civil War
pension bill, providing relief for needy veterans and widows of
veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6163. Also, petition of citizens of Hagerstown, Md., urging
immediate action and support of the Civil War pension bill to
provide relief to needy veterans and widows of veterans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Suxpay, February 6, 1927

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. and was called to order by
Mr. BrirTex, Speaker pro tempore.

Dr. B. B. James, of the American University, offered the
following prayer:

Assembled here, O God, to pay tribute to those whose lives
have been lived in the richness of the memorials of Thy en-
during love, we pay grateful testimony to the memorials of
labor and of service which have been left behind them by these
men whose lives and achievements are cherished by their
fellows.

They have passed on in the continuity of spirit into the
wider sphere, leaving behind the evidences of lives whose publie
and private worth contribute richly to the immortality of in-
fluence, to which great spirits yield so much.

The reverent tributes which are to be here paid those who
have departed from the fellowships of time, that are the por-
tion of all men, have this as their added claim to the lasting
regard of their associates: That they built into the fabric of
their times, they laid their offerings upon the altar of citizen
service, and honored their high public trusts by diligence.

May Thy blessing, Almighty God, be with this gathering of
those who knew and loved these men and add Thy sanction to
the testimonies they shall offer, in the name of the Lord
Jesus Christ. Amen,

By unanimous consent the reading of the Journal of yester-
day’s proceedings was deferred.
THE LATE HON. CHARLES E. FULLER AND THE LATE HON, WILLIAM B,
M'KINLEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will read the order
for to-day.
The Clerk read as follows:

On motion of Mr. MADDEN, by unanimous consent— -

“ Ordered, That SBunday, February 6, 1927, at 11 o'clock a. m,, be set
aside for memorial services In honor of the late Hon. CHARLES E. FrL-
LER and the late Hon. WiLniam B. McKiNcey.”

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I present the following reso-
lutions:
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 411

Resolved, That the business of the Iouse be now suspended, that
opportunity may be given for tributes to the memory of Hon. CHARLES
FrLLER, late a Member of this House, and Hon. WiLLiaM B. McKINLEY,
late a Senator of the United States from the State of Illinois.

Resolved, That as a particular mark of respect to the memory of
the deceased, and in recognition of thelr distinguished public careers,
the House, at the conclusion of these exercises, shall stand adjourned.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Banate.

Resolved, That the Clerk send a copy of these resolutions to the
tamilies of the deceased.

The resolutions were nunanimously adopted.

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, we are here to-day to express
our satisfaction of the life and work and achievements of
Wirtniam B. McKInLEY, who served in this House for 16 years
and for 6 years in the Senate, from the State of Illinois.

Senator McKinpey's passing was a shock to everybody who
knew him, A silent man through all his life, but a very effec-
tive worker—a citizen of distinetion, not only in his State but
throughout the Nation and the world.,, The son of a Presby-
terian minister, born in Champaign, Ill., buried from the church
in which his father preached, and laid away in the little ceme-
tery where his father and mother lie.

Mr, McKiNLEY learned early in his life the need for industry.
He soon discovered that sueccess came from work—that work
was one of the essential needs of those who would succeed, and
he devoted himself to the task of becoming a success. That
he did succeed and that he was a success nobody will deny,
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for the State has produced few men who have achieved as much
and have done the good that WinLram B. McEKinrey did.

Consistent in his devotion to education he contributed freely
of what he made to every institution of learning which needed
assistance. He made no distinetion of race or creed in his
contributions to the advancement of education in America., The
University of Illinois, one of the greatest institutions of learning
in America, was the beneficiary of his work and contributions.
He gave them of his genius, of his organizing powers, of his
money and of his time, without stint. He gave to all the strug-
gling colleges of our State without publicity. His contributions
to education, to religion, and to charity were made without
advertising. He didn't let his left hand know what his right
hand did. He was a benefactor for the good his benefactions
did to these who received them and not for the publicity which
he received as the result of his benefactions. He lived to do
things for the public and for the people he liked. He was not a
speech maker—he shunned the limelight, but he was none the
less an effective force in shaping the Nation's policies. During
the 16 years of his service in the House he was probably as
influentinl as any man here. His word, never profusely given,
was always kept. If he believed in a thing he did it. If it did
not appeal to him he shunned it. One need but have an intima-
tion from him that he would do what was wanted and it was
done. Ile did not enter info arguments as to why he did it or
why he refused to do it. He was a public servant in the truest
sense. He was not in public life because he wanted additional
power—he was in the service because he wanted to serve.

Senator McKinrey built up- several tremendous industrial
enterprises; he accumulated a large fortune, but no one ever
saw him take advantage of that. He considered himself but
the trustee of the fortune he made, and as trustee of that for-
tune he administered the trust to the best advantage of his
country.

WAy B. McKINLEY took a great interest in the World War.
He was a man of peace, but he was an American. He wanted
to see Ameriéa supreme. He wanted her to be just and he
exercised all the power he had to see that what she did was
justly done. I traveled with him over the battle fields during
the World War. I saw the solicitude with which he entered
upon every phase of the war's activities. I saw the hope that
he had for future peace. 1 watched him develop the organiza-
tion known as the Interparliamentary TUnion, of which he
became the head and of which he was the head when he died.
I saw him build that organization up to a point where it ex-
pressed international power in behalf of peace—peace without
the surrender of honor. He was a silent, modest, unassuming,
great man. I loved him for what he was. I revere his memory.
He has passed on from the turmoil of life and he has been
handed over to history. He will not be forgotten. His work
will go forward. He will be remembered for what he was and
for what he did. What he thought and what he said and what
he did has been indelibly impressed npon the minds of thou-
sands. They will earry on the ideas that he expressed in life
and WirriaMm B. McEinLEY, through those whe still remain, will
be planting the seed of patriotism and devotion to the Nation
that he so well loved. And so, while we are here to tell the
gtory of his life and his work, we will not mourn, because he
would not mourn if he were here to pay tribute to one of his
colleagues. He would not want us to mourn for him. While
he was here he did his duty—he was happy in the performance
of that duty and he passed on across the divide with peace in
his mind and love in his heart. And so, as we' meet to-day in
this Hall, we do so not in sorrow that Wirrtam B. McKiNLEY
has gone but in pride that it was our privilege while he lived
to know him and associate with him in the great work he had
to do and did so well in behaif of the Nation’s future.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will recognize the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DExisoN]. °
L

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I shall speak very briefly of
Senator McKiniEY as I knew him. I never enjoyed the advan-
tages of a close or an intimate personal relationship with him.
I first met him when I came here in 1915 as a Member of the
Sixty-fourth Congress. Senator McKixrey had been reelected
to the House after an absence of two years. The friendship
which we then formed grew somewhat closer, I think, in the
years that followed than that which generally exists between
Members and their colleagues, and it became more firmly fixed
as the years passed by.

During the six years he served in the House after I became
a Member, and the six years he served in the Senate, I had
occasion very often to go to Senator McKintey for help and
counsel. He was never too busy to give help freely and
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